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Mr. Anrnur Cuantes, Q.C., has been appointed a 
member of the Council of Law Reporting in succession 
to Mr, Justice Stephen. 


As Mouses AND TRNEMENTS OcoUpied solely for pro- 
fessional purposes are now, by virtue of an Act of last 
session, exempt from inhabited house duty, barristers 
and solicitors should be careful not to pay any such 
duty without first asoortaining whether their chambers 
are liable or not. Some weeks ago (ante, p. 187) we 





explained the provisions of this enactment (41 Viet, 


c. 15, s. 13), but wé think it advisable to publish this 
additional caution, because we find that in Lincoln’s- 
inn, and probably also elsewhere, house duty is de- 
manded indiscriminately from all occupiers-of chambers, 
without inquiring whether they are exempt or not, and 
without auy notice being given on the tax-paper or 
otherwise that they are exempt if occupied solely for’ 
business or professional purposes. The papers issued 
by the Inland Revenue with reference to income tax, 
and with reference to the licences for male servants, 
carriag2s, armorial bearings, and dogs, state ¢arefully 
what cases are exempt from these taxes, and we do not 
understand why the same course should not be followed 
as regards exemptions from inhabited house duty. 





Ovr READERS Will remember that in Jn re Foster, Ex 
parte Dickens (26 W. R. 915), the Chief Judge refused 
to alter the decision of the taxing master, who had 
allowed the charges and expenses incurred by the re- 
spondent’s country solicitor in coming up to London to 
attend an appeal to the Chief Judge, which had been dis- 
missed with costs. The reason given by the learned judge 
for this decision—that the country solicitor “ probably 
knew more about the matter than his London agent "— 
was thought to show a disposition to allow such costs in 
a somewhat wider class of cases that formerly, but in 
Ex parte Snow, decided by the Chief Judge on Monday 
last, the rule was apparently restored to its former foot- 
ing. The country solicitor, in the recent case, claimed 
to be allowed his costs of coming up to London to 
attend a conference with counsel, and to be present at 
the hearing of the appeal, on the ground that the case 
was a complicated one, and in particular that the short- 
hand notes of the evidence taken vivd voce in the county 
court were very voluminous, and it was necessary that he 
should explain this evidence to counsel. The taxing 
master had disallowed these costs, and the Chief Judge 
affirmed his decision, expressing an opinion that 
there was no necessity for the attendance of the country 
solicitor at the hearing of the appeal. The decision 
seems to leave the rule very much as it was laid 
down in Bell vy. Aitkin (20 W. R. 704), viz., that 
although in general the costs will not be allowed, 
yet cases may arise in which it is necessary that the 
solicitor who has had the conduct of the case from the 
commencement, and is acquainted with all the facts, 
should be present at the hearing; that the taxing officer 
should take the facts into consideration, and should 
exercise his discretion as to whether he would not, 
under the particular circumstances of the case, depart 
from the general rule. The recent case, however, shows 
the reluctance of the court to interfere with the decision 
the taxing master may have arrived at in the exercise of 
such discretion. 


WE REFERRED LAST WEEK to the recent case of XreAl 
v. Burrell (26 W. R. 234), in which the Court of Appesl 
(James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.), in a written 
judgment, laid down the rule that in trials in the Chan- 
cery Division if the judge “clearly takes upon himself 
the trial of specific questions of fact and finds his 
vordict upon them as a matter separate from the judg- 
ment,” then an appeal from the. verdict or finding on 
the facts must be within twenty-one days, and must 
be by way of a motion for a new trial. We ventured 
to point out some of the difficulties and drawbacks 
attending on the rule so laid down, and we called 
especial attention to the fact that by. it the mere 
wording of a judgment would alter not merely the 
period during which an appeal will lie, but also the 
mode of trying the appeal itseif, This week we print 
a note of a case (Lowe vw. Lowe) before the Court 
of Appeal in deciding which the court, as then constituted 
(Jessel, MUR, James and Bramwell, L.JJ), have—we will, 
not say withdrawn from the outer civele of the rale as 
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previously laid down—but have explained the rule in a 
znamner which, at first sight, may seem to do away with 
some of the inconveniences which would have attended 
3t had it been acted upon to the full extent to which it 
seemed to go. It appears from this new gloss on the 
yale that it is only to apply to a case where the judge 
at the commencement of the trial settled definite issues 
of feet for trial ‘where it was understood from the 
beginning that the issues of fact were "being tried 
separately.” This explanation was no doubt useful to 
prevent the rule in Xrehl v. Burrell from applying to the 
ease before the court ; because it appears that for some 
time at any rate after the commencement of the trial the 
zea? questionin dispute was notclearly brought hometothe 
mind of the judge. But asthe whole action was based on 
the question of the defendant being or not being the 
agent of the plaintiff in making a certain purchase, and 
as the judge commenced his judgment by saying that 
the case ‘‘is now reduced to a mere question of fact,” 
which he accordingly proceeded to try and decide—that 
is, to give a verdict upon—it is clear that it came within 
the wording of the rule as laid down in Krehl v. Burrell, 
We are, of course, bound to accept the statements of the 
Court of Appeal in Lowe v. Lowe as mere explanation of 
Krehi v. Burrell. But the explanation only pushes the 
difficulty one step further back. If counsel, by pleading, or 
argament in court, can manage to get the case once started 
without a distinct understanding all round that certain 
faets are being separately tried, he can, if the case goes 
agamst him, appeal within a year, even though the judge 
finds a verdict on the facts separately from his judgment 
thereon. The difficulty now will be in ascertaining exactly 
how the trial started, and 1t is on this that the time and 
menner of appeal will depend, and not on the wording of 
the judgment. If this interpretation of the rule is to be 
the fina? one, we think it will be almost as inconvenient 
as the former. But we shall expect fresh explanations 
of this rule, and shall further expect that they will be 
framed so as to render it as inoperative as possible. 





A case which was decided by Vice-Chancellor Hall on 
Monday last (Zn re Credit Company) ought to furnish 
a useful lesson to peremptory litigants who would brush 
aside the forms and delays with which the exercise of 
many rights and privileges of suitors is restricted by the 
practice of our courts. The application was on behalf 
of a gentleman who had presented a petition for winding 
up the company, and asked for an order for inspection 
of certain books and documents referred to in an affi- 
davit which the company had filed in opposition to the 
petition. As a party, he had a right to call for the pro- 
duction of the books; but the same General Order 
which gives that right allows to the other party a space 
ef four days within which to state which of the docu- 
menis asked for he will produce, and which (if any) he 
objects to produce. That is to say, he is permitted a 
weasonable time to consider whether, and in what in- 
stances, he can lawfully refuse production. The Order 
@en says (Ord. 31, r. 17) that if the party served 
with notice to produce objects to give inspection, 
the party desiring it may apply to a judge. The 
eourse which the party who applied to Vice-Chan- 
eellor Hall had taken was a more expeditious one than 
the rules contemplate. His formal notice to produce 
was a letter written on Friday to the company informing 
them that he would attend at their office on Saturday 
at eleven o'clock to see the books; and being refused 
permission to inspect them at that time he forthwith 
applied to the court. The Vice-Chancellor very 
seasonably held that a man could not thus put in exercise 
the privileges the law gives him as a suitor, without 
stxiet compliance with the safeguards provided to protect 
the other party. It is obvious that when the rules say 
that if the party served with notice ‘‘ objects” to give 
imspection, the party desiring it may apply to a judge, 





and to be liable to be brought into court upon the 
question peremptorily, without h aving been applied to in 
the proper manner and without having had the proper 
time to consider what he will do. This particular delay 
interposed by the law seems to us avery judicious One, 
and calculated to obviate a very large number of applica. 
tions to the judge. 





Tue PRocEEDINGS at the trial of Peace suggest an 
inquiry whether we are not rather losing sight of the 
proper limits of cross-examination. The rule which in 
examination in chief confines evidence to matters at 
issue, is properly not applied with equal strictness ip 
cross-examination; still, there must be a limit in this 
respect which should not be exceeded, and it has been 
said that no question respecting any fact irrelevant 
to the issue can be put to a witness on cross-examina- 
tion for the mere purpose of impeaching his credit 
by contradicting him. (2 Taylor on Evidence, p, 
1221.) Yet in the case referred to, the principal 
witness seems to have been asked questions irrele. 
vant to the issue, and apparently for the purpose 
of impeaching her credit by contradicting her. It does 
not seem easy, for instance, to see what bearing the 
circumstance that the witness had written letters to 
the prisoner had on the issue whether the prisoner had 
or had not kiJled the witness’s husband. Whilst it is 
no doubt important that the liberty of cross-examination 
should not be unduly abridged, it is not less important 
that this practice should be kept within bounds, lest 
witnesses should be deterred from coming forward to give 
testimony by the terrible prospect of having to defend all 
the transactions of their lives. 





THERE Is NO NovELTY in the complaints of delays in 
the chancery taxing masters’ office. Groans have gone 
up at intervals for several years past, and in 1874 the 
Legal Departments Commissioners reported (p. 56), that 
‘there are complaints of the delay which takes place in 
taxation, and of the difficulty of procuring appointments 
within reasonable times, notwithstanding that the 
taxing masters, distributing the business equally among 
them, work hard during the periods for which their 
office is open;’’ and they suggested that the taxing 
masters should keep longer hours, and that the 
chief clerks ought to tax costs to a greater extent 
than is now practised. The first of these suggestions 
would, no doubt, afford some remedy, but of a very 
limited character, but if the latter were adopted we must 
have more chief clerks, and it would surely be better to 
appoint another taxing master. The taxing masters’ 
office at present costs in salaries £18,850, and according 
to the latest judicial statistics it produced in fees a 
revenue of no less than £30,780. There would, there- 
fore, appear to be ample margin for paying the salaries 
of another taxing master and his staff. 





Turee MembBERS Of the new French Cabinet belong to 
the legal profession, and one of them—M. Jules Ferry— 
was, we believe, at one time connected with our legal 
contemporary the Gazette des Tribunaue. It may be 
noted that of the members of our English Cabinet at 
the present time, four—viz., the Lord Chancellor, 
Viscount Cranbrook, Sir Stafford Northcote, and Mr. 
Cross, are or have been barristers. 








In consequence of the death of Lady Hall, Vice-Chan- 
cellor Hall will not sit until Monday next. 


Mr. J. D. Mayne informs us that his appointment as 
Professor of Common Law to the Inns of Court is tem- 
porary only, and that the Council of Legal Education 
purpose to defer the permanent appointment till April 
next, 





they do not mean that a party is to be held to object 
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THE PROOF OF NEGLIGENCE. 


the two recent cases of Bridges v. North London 
Failway Company (L. R. 7H. L. 213) and Jackson v. 
litan Railway Company (26 W. R. 175, L. R. 
3 App Ca. 193), the House of Lords has corrected on the 
gne side and on the other the looseness with which judges 
had of late interpreted the rules of practice applicable 
to the trial of actions for negligence. And though 
in general terms) these cases decide no more 
than that where there is any reasonable evidence to leave 
to the jury—that is, any evidence on which a reasonable 
man (not ought to) but could or might act—the judge 
ought to leave it to the jury, and that where there is 
none such, there is nothing which he ought to leave to 
them; yet there can be no doubt that they will furnish 
yeful landmarks in a region where (however plain and 
simple the way may seem) the acutest and strongest 
intellects have been repeatedly baffled and misled. 

In Dublin, Wicklow, and Waterford Railway Com- 
pany v. Slattery (27 W. R. 191, L. R. 3 App. Ca. 1155), 
the House has had these rules again under its con- 
sideration, but under a new aspect; and it may be 
aseful to examine the case for the purpose of discovering 
ghat has been in fact decided, and what practical 

idance the decision will give. The action was brought, 
under Lord Campbell’s Act, for death caused by alleged 
negligence in the defendants, a railway company. The 
deceased, though not a passenger by the line, was accom- 

ying intending passengers; he had crossed the line 
tothe bookiug office and procured their tickets for them, 
and when the accident occurred he was recrossing the 
line with the tickets. This is, however, not a sufficient 
nor, indeed, an accurate statement; the train was to 
start from the platform which he had reached and where 
hehad procured the tickets; it was not necessary there- 
fore to recross the line; what he in fact did was this— 
the train being already in, and the intending passengers 
in danger of missing 1t, he went behind the train and 
advanced across the line beckoning to his companions ; 
in this position he was struck down by a train coming 
along the further line of rails, the driver of which (as 
the jury found) did not whistle. A verdict having been 
twice found for the plaintiff (against which the pre- 
siding judge did not on either occasion report), the 
Court of Common Pleas in Ireland, and on appeal the 
Court of Exchequer Chamber, decided that there was 
evidence to go to the jury of negligence in the defendants 
causing the death of the deceased, and that the judge 
was right in leaving to the jury the question whether 
the deceased was guilty of contributory negligence. The 
decision, however, was not unanimous; Keogh, J., in 
the Court of Common Pleas, doing all but formally 
dissent; and the Court of Exchequer Chamber being 
equally divided. In the House of Lords, to which the 
defendants appealed, the case was twice argued; on the 
first occasion the House (consisting of four members) 


‘were equally divided; on the second argument the 


House (consisting of eight members) affirmed the 
decision by a majority of five against three. The 
majority consisted of the Lord Chancellor and Lords 
Penzance, O’Hagan, Selborne, and Gordon, the minority 
of Lords Hatherley, Coleridge, and Blackburn. 

The first question was whether there was any evidence 
of negligence in the defendants causing the death of 
the deceased, and this depended on the inquiry—first, 
Whether at the time of the accident the deceased was 
mM a position in which he was entitled to require the 
defendants to use any precautions on his behalf or 
whether he was “at his own risk’; secondly, whether 
they omitted any precaution which, under such circum- 
stances, they were bound to take ; and, thirdly, whether 
such omission was a cause of the accident. 

Upon the first point the finding of the jury (a finding 
which could not be disturbed unless there was no evi- 
dence in support of it) was, that “the defendants, by the 
conduct of their servants, did hold out to the public that 





persons accompanying intending passengers might pass 
along the path through the Horse-Shoe Gate and cross 
and recross the railway at the crossing opposite the gate 
(the crossing in question) ; and that the deceased was, at 
the time of the accident, lawfully using the line.” 

With reference to this point, an observation of Lord 
Coleridge at once attracts attention, that “the proper 
crossing, the crossing which if he (the deceased) had 
used no accident would have happened, was elsewhere. 
He therefore took the crossing cum periculo, or, to use @ 
favourite phrase of Lord Campbell, tale quale.” Treat- 
ing the case on this footing, his lordship held that, 
although a licensee and not a trespasser, yet the deceased 
man having elected to take a dangerous crossing, which 
was only permitted, instead of a safe one which was pro- 
vided, took it with its risks; and could expect no pre- 
caution to be used on his account, not even those pre- 
cautions which were, in fact, taken for the benefit of 
such as used the proper crossing. Now, if the majority 
of the House of Lords, in deciding against the railway 
company, had meant to lay down that where there are 
two modes of crossing a line, one provided and safe, the 
other only permitted and evidently dangerous, a man 
who uses the dangerous crossing is entitled to recover 
for injuries caused by passing trains, although if he had 
used the other he would have been safe, it would be a 
ruling of serious consequence. But, in fact, so far as 
can be discovered from the reports, whether in the 
House of Lords or in the courts below, there was nothing 
whatever to show what was the nature or position: of 
what is called the “ proper crossing,” or that if the 
deceased had crossed there he would have been safe. 
On the contrary, so far as appears, thé omission to 
whistle, which was the cause of the accident, would 
or might as well have been the cause of the 
like accident if the deceased had been at the 
“proper crossing.” Had it been otherwise it is 
scarcely to be supposed that at the trial some finding 
directed to the point would not have been asked for by 
the company. This point, therefore (which is noticed 
by none of the other noble lords) must be discarded, and 
it must be taken that on the findings the crossing in 
question and the other crossing, whatever or wherever it 
was, were obnoxious to the same dangers, and required 
for their safe use the same precautions. Lord Blackburn, 
indeed, is not satisfied that there was any evidence of an 
‘* invitation to cross,’ an ambiguous and misleading 
phrase, which evades the question of what obligation 
to care a permission to cross imposed on the defendants ; 
but this is a different point, and the remark would be 
equally applicable if there were but one crossing, some- 
times safe because trains were not passing, and sometimes 
dangerous because they were—a matter which belongs ts 
a different head. And upon the first point it must be 
taken that their lordships assumed the crossing in ques- 
tion to have been what may be described as an alternative 
crossing with the other, and, cqually with it, open and 
permitted to passengers. 

The next point, and the one to which the observation 
just cited from Lord Blackburn applies, is this: assume 
a level crossing over a line in a station, what precautions 
does the existence and permitted use of such a crossing 
impose on the company as necessary or proper to be 
taken? If itis a standing ‘‘invitation ” to cross simply, 
there is a standing necessity and obligation to warn 
against coming danger ; if it is only a standing invitation 
to cross when safe, coupled with a standing warning of 
danger afforded by the nature of the place, there is no 
such necessity or obligation, and liability only arises when 
the company specially invite to cross or announce safety. 
Now it is an important question whether, at a place like 
a railway station, where numerous persons, many of 
them little experienced in the dangers of a railroad, 
do and must cross and re-cross in their business with 
the company, a company can leave what appears to be a 
standing invitation to cross without any warning or pro- 
tection, relying merely on the fact (though the remark 
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is a true and just one) that a railway is itself a warning. 
The argument. contained in this remark proves too 
much. People cannot be called on in favour of other 
persons to anticipate and provide against their negli- 
gence; they cannot, therefore, be negligent in not doing 
s9; ifa thing can happen only by the negligence of the 
plaintiff, it follows that it cannot be caused by the negli- 
gence of the defendant; for there can be no negligence 
in the defendant in not providing against the 
plaintiff's negligence. The argument would, there- 
fore, show that a person knocked down in using 
sueh a crossing (unless under the company’s escort) 
conld never recover against the company; for, 
according to the old dilemma, if he did not look he was 
negligent ; if he did look and saw the train coming but 
went forward, he took his chanee, and the company can. 
not be liable for his miscalculation ; he could, therefore, 
only recover if he acted on the explicit direction of the 
company’s authorized servants, and took their judgment 
as his; if indeed this itself would not be an incautious 
thing to do. Yet this seems to be the view taken by 
Lord Blackburn. It would be satisfactory if we hada 
more distinct and exact statement of the law on this 
point than the present case affords us, for when ex- 
amined it is not strictly an authority upon it. Whistling 
was, by the defendants’ own practice, accepted as a proper 
precaution to take, and, according to the finding of the 
jury, its omission caused the accident. If the company 
had never whistled, it is not decided how far that or 
some other precaution of the like kind would have been 
obligatory on the defendants. The facts proved at least 
showed some evidence of negligence on which a jury 
could act. 

There is a third point on which it must be confessed 
that a more exact statement would have been desirable 
—the question whether there was any evidence that the 
deceased was lawfully on the line. The doubt on this 
point is forcibly put by Keogh, J.: ‘‘ Here we have a 
person who had no business at all upon the line. He 
was not crossing the line to make a short cut on his way 
liome, or for the purpose of going from one part of the 
country to another. He was simply one of a number of 
persons who went to the station to see a friend off by 
the train. When there, he is not satisfied with crossing 
the’ line, but must needs endeavour to re-cross it at the 
back of a train which was then at the station, for the 
purpose, it would seem, of beckoning to his friends to 
come on. In that attempt he was knocked to pieces by 
a train passing from the opposite direction. He appears 
to me to have been a mere volunteer upon the line, and 
to have had no business there. He was there without 
any object which would justify his presence; he was 
there at his own risk, and he appears to have taken no 
precaution” (I. R. 8 C. L. 539). Whatever may be the 
extent of sanction or permission given to the public to 
go over a level crossing and the corresponding duty of 
precaution, as it certainly cannot extend to persons who 
have no business in the station at all, so it cannot ex- 
tend to persons who though passengers, or persons 
having business with the company, have no business on 
the line. It could not, however, be reasonably said that 
a man had no business on the line only because he con- 
ducted himself negligently, or that the permission was 
only to persons using it with care. This would be a 
short cut to the decision of what was perhaps the chief 
point of discussion in the present case—the question 
where the burden of proof lay; for it is obvious that in 
this view the plaintiff must establish his own diligence. 
But excluding this extreme argument, the question still 
remains, How far does the permission extend, or, who 
may be said to be lawfully on the line because therein 
pursuance of the permission? Though nothing is 
formally laid down, it is material to observe that, on the 
authority of the present case, a person in the situation 
described above is a person as to whom it may be said 
that there is evidence for the jury that he was lawfully 
on the line. 
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In the result then, it was held by the fie. 
lords who formed the majority, and also by Lora 
Hatherley (Lords Coleridge and Blackburn being on this 
point the only dissentients), that there was evidence to, 
go to the jury that the deceased, being a person entitleg 
to have precaution used on his behalf, met his death 
through the negligence of the defendants, 

The most characteristic feature in the case, however, 
and the one to which most argument was addressed, 
was the question how far the decision on the: issue op 
contributory negligence is for the judge and how fap- 
for the jury. It is to be regretted that in several of the 
judgments this question is made to appear. one of plead. 
ing; for there can be no doubt that, whether under the 
old general issue of not guilty, or under a’ form: of 
pleading which first traverses the negligence of the 
defendant as a cause of the accident, and thus affirma- 
tively sets up the case of contiibutory negligence, the 
question is the same. The modern form of plead 
only expands what was involved in the old general issue, 
but does not in any way affect the burden of proof; an@ 
this is admitted by Lord Penzance. The question of 
pleading may, therefore, be discarded, and the substans 
tial inquiry remains, When may the judge withdraw from 
the jury the issue of contributory negligence? That he 
may do so when there is no evidence of contribu 
negligence is conceded; the case is parallel to the’case 
of there being no evidence of negligence in the defend- 
ant. ‘he difficulty arises where there is evidence of 
contributory negligence, and the question is, Can the 
judge decide that issue in favour of the defendant? 
As Lord Penzance observes, the question so stated 
“hardly admits of argument’’; to state it is to answer 
it. If the judge may affirmatively find that issue for 
the defendant, why may he not affirmatively find for 
the plaintiff the issue of negligence in the defendant ? 


The question, however, seems to lose some of its sim- 
plicity from the fact that the plaintiff has to make out his 
case; it is here the opening for controversy arises, and 
the question is, Must the plaintiff establish the complex 
proposition that the accident happened from the defend- 
ant’s negligence, and without negligence on his part, or 
the simple proposition orly that it happened from the 
defendant’s negligence ? 

The complexity of the problem, however, is again some- 
what resolved by the following considerations :—In the 
first place, it is not pretended that the defendant may not, 
if he can, do here what he may do always—make out his 
case, that is, the case of contributory negligence from the 
plaintiff's own evidence. Secondly, it is conceded that 
as he may by any other means show that the alleged 
cause—his own negligence—was not really a proximate 
cause of the accident, so he may show this by means of 
the plaintiff's own acts, as well when disclosed by the 
plaintiff's witnesses as by his own; in other words, he 
may show that the plaintiff's conduct was such that, 
although his own negligence had not occurred, the 
accident would equally have taken place. Just as the 
plaintiff's negligence becomes immaterial if no care on 
his part would have been enough to prevent the effect of 
defendants’ negligence; so the defendant's negligence: 
is immaterial if no care on his part would have prevented 
the mischief from happening through the plaintiff's act. 
But this, as Lord Penzance points out, is not an inquiry 
into the plaintiff's negligence, but into the actual cause 
of the mischief, and goes to show, not that’ the 
plaintiff’s negligence contributed to the catastrophe, 
but that the defendants’ negligence did not; it is 
the disproof of that part of the issue which is 
confessedly on the plaintiff. Thirdly, it is ad- 
mitted that the plaintiff has never, in the first 
instance, to establish the negative proposition that his 
negligence did not contribute. Lastly, it is admitted, 
as a necessary consequence of the last proposition, that 


unless something happens to throw upon the plaintiff 


the burden of discharging himself from the inputation 
of contributory negligence, the judge can no more find 
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¢hat issue in favour of the defendant than ke can find 
the primary issue in favour of the plaintiff. 

The question is thus narrowed to the inquiry whether, 

ing the defendant’s negligence to be proved, and 
assuming it to be proved that it caused the mischief, it is 
ever true to say that the course of the evidence may estab- 
jish against the plaintiff so clear a case of contributory 
megligence as to throw upon him the burden of dis- 
charging himself, and to entitle the judge to withdraw 
the case from the jury unless he fails so to discharge him- 
gelf. Now, stated thus, the proposition presents a curious 
t, for by whose decision is he to discharge himself ? 
‘The matter (it is assumed) is now in the hands of the 
judge, who rules that the plaintiff is called upon to dis- 
gharge himself. But how is he to discharge himself ? 
He cannot discharge himself to the jury until he has 
first discharged himself to the judge; for until he has 
succeeded so far, he is still under the burden laid upon 
him, and his discharging himself is a necessary condition 
of ever getting to the jury. The odd result is thus 
veached that, either the question must remain wholly in 
the hands of the judge, or at least the plaintiff must get 
sofar as to persuade the judge that there is evidence fit to 
be laid before the jury of his having discharged himself. 
But this last alternative is inadmissible, for as the judge de- 
‘termines that he has incurred the burden, so it must be the 
judge who is to determine that he has discharged himself 
ofit. The matter thercfore is wholly for the judge; and, 
however it is disguised, the proposition contended for 
comes round to this, that the judge may affirmatively 
find the issue of contributory negligence in favour of the 
defendant. 

The broad result of the decision in the present case is 
to negative this proposition, and to restore the law to its 
proper simplicity. The perplexity has been caused by 
‘the desire of some strong judges to enforce on plaintiffs 
the duty of self-preservation, and to protect defendants 
(and especially railway companies) against claims which 
have nothing to stand upon but compassion and pre- 
judice. The desire was praiseworthy ; but the effort has 
mot been always happy in its results. It has produced 
some dilemmas which have in their time been celebrated, 
and some entangled wreaths of argument, specimens of 
which may be studied in the judgments of Lords Coleridge 
and Blackburn; it has nonsuited a great many plaintiffs, and 
has helped to clear a great many cause-lists; it has made 
apath where weak judges after a while walk as freely 
as strong ones, and where, when they have once 
learned the way, they find it much easier to walk 
than to try causes; it has saved some defendants 
from unjust verdicts, and has, perhaps, defeated as many 
plaintiffs of their just claims. Amongst other things 
the proposition enunciated by Lord Blackburn was one 
of its latest births, and it may be hoped that the con- 
demnation of this doctrine by the House of Lords, to- 
gether with the general tendency and purport of the 
decision, will assist in keeping within its due bounds 
the useful, but somewhat restless and encroaching, 
practice of nonsuit. 

It is, however, to be hoped that no more cases of 
megligence will, for some time to come, reach their 
‘Lordships’ House. The value of their decisions depends 
toa great degree upon their rarity. It was the frequent 
agitation of such matters in the courts below that at 
last deprived their decisions almost of all authority, by 
leaving no line of argument without an authority to 
support, and a judge to champion, it. The same disas- 
‘trous result would attend the decisions of the House 
if they were cheapened by frequency; above all, if the 
hope could be entertained of dividing by four against 
four a House which has only decided by a majority of 








five to three. 





_ Itis: stated that Mr. Josiah Smith, Q.C., county court 
judge at Hereford and of the courts embraced within Circuit 
27; has sent in his resignation to the Lord Chancellor. 





THE UNLIMITED COMPANY A LEGAL 
ANOMALY. 


Ir appears probable from the statements made at the 
meetings of the various joint stock banks that some 
attempt may be shortly made to transform them into 
limited liability companies. The advisability of this is, 
no doubt, mainly a business question, but it is a:question 
of business into which legal considerations very largely 
enter. Itseems to us altogether desirable that limited 
liability should be the rule with regard to all joint stock 
companies. The unlimited company is really \an 
anomaly belonging to the transitional stage between the 
old idea of partnership and that of the joint stock com- 
pany. Where particular persons are carrying ona 
business as the business of their lives in the manner in 
which partners carry on business as bankers, merchants, 
&c., there is no legal anomaly or hardship in making 
them unlimitedly liable. But the position of the share- 
holders in a joint stock company is, in stbstance, 
altogether different. They are, in truth, merely 
investors; whereas, when the liability is not limited, 
the law treats them as partners. But this en- 
deavour to combine two inconsistent characters leads 
to all manner of legal hardships and anomalies. 
The law ought not, as it seems to us, to permit of 
this combination. Legislation, though in the main 
it should be based on the principle of allowing 
mercantile and business transactions to take their own 
form by a natural process of development, must in many 
cases, exercise a controlling and modifying power over 
them. Where general questions with regard to the 
forms of proprietary right and liability and the 
devolution of property are intermingled with mercantile 
and business considerations, it is not right or ex- 
pedient that the latter should be allowed entirely 
to prevail. The questions recently brought into 
painful prominence in connection with the Glasgow 
Bank failure, such as those relating to the posi- 
tion of trustees, are instances of what we refer to. 
The law ought not to undertake the protection of the 
public in all the relations of life. Persons must in 
general look out for their own interests and protect 
themselves. But there are exceptions to every rule. 
The formation and organization of joint stock companies 
are matters with which the law has always interfered. 
It cannot, therefore, wash its hands of all responsibility 
in these matters. The complaint which naturally may 
be made is that legislation has assisted in the develop- 
ment and regulated the organization of undertakings, 
and has helped to give them a shape from which a mis- 
chievous legal inconsistency arises. The person who, by 
law, may contract, or be contracted with, may be a 
natural person or a corporation. The assets of the party 
contracting should, it would appear prima facie, be 
liable for the performance of the contract. The assets 
of a natural person are all his property. A partnership 
is merely a conjunction of natural persons carrying on 
business according to the law regulating joint contract 
and liability. Similarly the assets of a corporation ought 
to be merely the property of the corporation. That 
would include the cash or other property belonging to 
the corporation, and all debts due to the corporation—for 
example, unpaid calls. But the unlimited company is a 
logical monstrosity. Tor, though the individual share- 
holders are not the company, which has a wholly distinct 
and independent personality, the assets of the individual 
shareholders who have not contracted are liable. Any 
one looking back at the ideas prevalent at the time when 
company law took its rise can see that this legal anomaly 
is a survival; it is a creature of. the times when limited 
liability was still regarded as a somewhat doubtful inno- 
vation upon the old rules of partnership. 

The legal illogicality isin this case not a mere question 
of form, but is closely connected with the real mischief 
and hardship. In the eye of the law, the person con- 
tracting with an unlimited company is supposed to give 
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credit to the individual shareholders, regarding them as 
partners in an ordinary firm. In the majority of 
instances we believe this to be a complete fiction, 
and, like all fictions, revolting to common sense. 
Is it to be supposed that a person, before making 
a deposit at a bank which stands high in credit 
—like the Glasgow Bank before the failure came— 
has really got a list of the shareholders'and studied 
their position and credit? In ninety-nine cases out of a 
hundred he would be no wiser if he did. When an un- 
fortunate trustee, or clergyman, or maiden lady is told 
that the depositor was induced to make the deposit on 
the faith of seeing his or her name on the register, it 
must seem like a cruel irony of the law. The truth is, 
the creditor, like the shareholder, trusts the concern, and 
it is hard that one should be paid in full at the expense of 
the other’s ruin. 

It may be said that the whole body of shareholders 
are really trusted. Possibly this may be so, though we 
doubt whether, if all the unlimited joint stock companies 
could be turned into limited liability companies to-mor- 
row simultaneously, they would be a whit less trusted. 
But we are not arguing that unlimited liability should 
be interfered with quoad past transactions. It is obvious 
that that would be most improper legislation. What we 
are arguing for is that it should be abolished’ for the 
future, taking due precautions to save existing rights. 
The unlimited joint stock company is, in legal principle, 
@ dangerous hybrid. 

The reason why the dangers and anomalies to 
which we allude have not been more felt is quite 
independent of legal considerations. It happens that, 
as a general rule, our joint stock banks, which are 
the principal instances of unlimited liability, have been 
powerful and well-managed institutions. But it is none 
the less true that a system which combines the old sys- 
tem of partnership and unlimited liability with the 
modern system of shares easily transmissible, and 
regarded merely as investments of property, is, in itself, 
when looked at from the legislator’s point of view, anom- 
alous and fraught with possibilities of hardship and 
danger. 








Rebiews. 
CHANCERY PRACTICE. 


Dastett’s Cuancery Forms. Third Edition. By 
W. H. Ursoun. London: Stevens & Son. 


Under ordinary circumstances a new edition of 
a standard book of practice would call for the very 
briefest notice. It is commonly, and truly enough, said 
that the value of such books can hardly be properly 
estimated until they have been tested by actual use in 
practice. Moreover, it is happily a rare occurrence for 
the preparation of new editions of these works to be 
committed to incompetent hands. The task is one for 
which men of sufficient capacity are readily found, 
although it always demands some skill and great 
industry and accuracy. We believe, however, that there 
are not many men who would have been prepared to 
perform the labour which Mr. Upjohn has accomplished 
in the book before us; and the thorough way in 
which it has been done will earn for him the 
gratitude of every lawyer concerned in chancery 
practice. The introduction of the new procedure has 
been an anxious matter in Lincoln’s-inn; probably 
not #0 much because its learned inhabitants hoped or 
feared that simple Justice would come back to the earth, 
as because Mr. Daniell’s Chancery Practice had become 
seriously incomplete. The various manuals of the Judi- 
cature Act and Rules, and especially the latest edition of 
Mr. Morgan’s book, did much to reduce the inconve- 
nience ; but much remained to be done, and practitioners 
were every day harassed, and their clients often put to 
Bs ong and expense, through petty difficulties of form and 





SS 

This state of things will, we confidently trust, be now 
put an end to, Mr. Upjohn has restored the volume of 
Chancery Forms to the place it held before the recent. 
changes, as a trustworthy and complete collection of 
precedents. It has all the old merits ; nothing is omitted 
as too trivial or too commonplace; the solicitor’s clerk 
finds how to indorse a brief, and how, when necegs; , to 
give a notice of action; and the index to the forms is fy) 
and perspicuous. 

But the editor has done much more than bring the 
precedents down to date. He gives the fullest explana. 
tion in detail, or by reference to the two earlier volumes, 
or by cross-references, of every point of practice bearing 
upon each form in the text. He has embodied in the 
foot-notes the whole of the new practice, so far as it can 
affect the Chancery Division; and he has put clearly 
and concisely the effect of the decisions thereon, 
We have not in this part of the work detected 
any material omissions; and we have been glad to note 
the absence of that slovenly practice which is contented 
with transcribing reporters’ head-notes of the cases, 
Necessarily and properly a great number of references 
are still given to the earlier volumes of Daniell’s Prac. 
tice; the value of those volumes is thus greatly increased 
by the appearance of the present work, although—-ex. 
cept to the lawyer who is perfectly familiar with their 
contents—this volume will now take their place as the 
primary book of reference. 

The editor has not contented himself with introducing 
the requisite new forms for ordinary proceedings in the 
Chancery Division—indorsements on the writ, third 
party notices, forms to be employed in partnership 
actions, in the case of references, and so forth—he has 
been at the pains to include forms which are by no 
means commonly required in that Division respecting; 
for instance, actions under the Bills of Exchange Act, 
and proceedings in relation to actions in the Mayor's 
Court. We may observe here that the note upon the 
subject of the writ of mandamus contains what we take 
to be a misconception of the effect of the decision in In 
re Paris Skating Rink Company (25 W. R. 767, L. R 
6 Ch. 731). It is rather a matter of omission than an 
error; but if the case is examined, it is not a decision 
that a mandamus could be granted in any cause or matter 
pending in the Chancery Division. That, indeed, was 
laid down by the judge, and can hardly be considered 
open to dispute. But what the Vice-Chancellor decided 
was that a mandamus could not be granted in this 
Division when no cause or matter was pending—that 
the prerogative writ still remained “the flower of the 
Court of Queen’s Bench.” 

Apart from the Judicature Acts, there are many 
enactments of late years which demanded, and have 
received attention in this book, such as the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, the Married Women’s Property Act, the 
Trade Marks Registration Act, and the Custody of In- 
fants Act. Besides these matters, various useful miscel- 
laneous additions have been made to the collection of 
forms; for example, forms have been added for pro- 
ceedings in relation to solicitors’ claims for lien, and to 
arrest on mesne process under the Debtors Act. 

We must not omit to commend the excellent index 
and the tables of statutes and general rules, which are pre- 
fixed to the volume, and which add greatly to its value 
for practical purposes. We consider that the judicious 
elaboration of the work in this and all other respects 
justifies the learned editor in entitling his book a Com- 
plete Manual of the Practice in the Chancery Division. 


COMPANY LAW. 

Tux Law anv Pracrice unpyn tae Oompanres’ Acts 
1862, 1867, 1870, any 1877, any THe Lire AssuR- 
ance Companies Acts, 1870 ro 1872. Third Edition. 
By H. Burton Bucxisy, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Haynes, 

The legislative additions to the present edition of 
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this well-known book are confined to the Companies’ 
Act, 1877, and the 10th section of the Judicature Act, 
1875. The decisions on the latter section are carefully 
and commented on, and we have found no omis- 
gions in the cases for which we have looked in other parts 
ofthe book, and no falling off in the accuracy with 
which they are stated. The size of the book has been 
altered ; to the advantage, we think, of the reader. 








Geneval Cuorresponvence. 


ELEMENTARY CLASSES. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.)} 


$ir,—Will you kindly allow me, through your columns, 
todraw the attention of law students residing in the 
ountry to the action of the Incorporated Law Society 
in providing an elementary class for articled clerks who 
have not yet passed their intermediate examination for 
instruction in ‘‘Stephen’s Commentaries,” the book 
selected by the examiners for the intermediate in 1880. 
This will be a great advantage to London students and 
one which, unfortunately, those who, like myself live at 
adistance from town, will be debarred from sharing. 

May I, then, suggest that the Law Society take into 
their consideration the subject of appointing a few 
gentlemen to conduct similar classes in some of the 
larger provincial towns ? 

Probably the best plan would be to appoint a 
travelling reader to superintend a district, and as the 
lasses in each town need not be held, at any rate, 
oftener than once a week, a large area might be thus 
embraced. 

Hoping this suggestion may receive your support and 
the attention of the Law Society, I am, &c., 

Feb, 3. A Devonsuire StuDENT. 








On the 31st ult., at the Leeds Assizes, at the conclusion 
ofa case, which occupied the whole of the previous day’s 
titting, Lord Justice Brett instructed the clerk of the 
tonrt to call another jury. Only six gentlemen, however, 
tame forward, and his lordship said that, with the ex- 
teption of those gentlemen in the box and those engaged 
in the other court, he would fine every juryman £5 for 
the disrespect they had shown to the court. Previous to 
commencing the business next morning the clerk of the 
court asked if any of the jurymen who were not present 
when called upon yesterday evening were now in court. 
One of the gentlemen referred to came forward, and his 
lordship, addressing him, said: Will you tell me why you 
were not here ?—The juryman: I had been in the other 
court about five minutes; I was here until nearly six 

: @clock.—His lordship: Why did you go ?—The juryman: 
Iwent into the other court ; I thought you would be some 
time before you finished.—His lordship : Then you thought 
Wrong, because I am never a long time: I am afraid 
that was a bad reagon.—The jaryman: I was sitting here 
more than three hours. I was sitting in this chair.—His 
lordship (interposing) : It is quite enough. The truth is 

I called a jury at half-past five, and they were all 
one away. The business in London is at a standatill be- 
@ause the gentlemen in the country desire to have their 
cages tried in the country. As long as they do that they 
must really take their share of the misfortune, and they 
must work hard, and those who are responsible for the 
<onduct of the business of the country are obliged to work 
too. All I wish to say to the gentlomen of the jury 

is that they won't havo to leave at five o'clook, because in 
all probability I shall sit every day much later. There- 
they must be kind enough not to leave until | tell them 
might do so, As there seems to be, some mistake 
will remit all the fines I imposed, but the goutlemen 
ane remain until I can say that the business is over for 





Cases of tite deck. 


Destor’s Summons — MarrieD Woman — SEPARATE 
Trapinc—LiaBitity oF Huspanp.—In a case of Ex parte 
Shepherd, before the Court of Appeal on the 30th of January, 
a question arose as to the propriety of issuing a debtor’s 
summons against a husband and wife for a debt which the 
summons showed to have been contracted by the wife trad- 
ing alone in her maiden name. The husband carried on a 
business of his own at a different place. The wife’s business 
was that of a milliner and dressmaker, and she carried it on 
in her maiden name, on the ground floor of a house. This 
house was let in flats, distinguished by separate numbers, 
and the husband and wife lived together in one of the upper 
flats. The flat in which the wile’s* business was carried on 
was rented in the name of the husband. The summoning 
creditor was a wholesale trader, and he claimed the payment 
of a sum due to him in respect of four bills of exchange 
which he had drawn upon the wife, and which she had 
accepted, in her maiden name, and which had been dis- 
honoured. The summons stated that the consideration for 
the bills was. goods sold and delivered to and for the use 
of the husband and wife or one of them. The husband 
applied to the court to dismiss the summons. Upon the 
hearing of the application he was examined, and he stated 
that he had never authorized his wife to pledge his credit, 
and that he had several years previously given notice 
to an agent of the summoning creditor that he had 
nothing to do with the wife’s business. This evidence 
was uncontradicted. The registrar made the common 
order, staying the proceedings on the summons, pending 
the trial of the debt, upon the hasband giving security 
for double the amount claimed. he Court of Appeal 
(Jessel, M.R., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.) said that the 
issuing of the summons in such a case was oppressive and 
vexatious, and was a mere abuse of the procedure. On the 
evidence as it stood the husband was clearly not liable for 
the amount claimed. The summons onght to have been dis- 
missed, with costs, and an order was made dismissing it 
accordingly, and giving the husband also the costs of the 
appeal. ‘Their lordships said that if the creditor had any 
evidence to adduce he could bring an action, but the process 
of a debtor’s summons was not intended to be used in such a 
case. It might just as well be used in a case where a per- 
fectly solvent man refused to pay fora horse which he had 
bought, oa the ground that there had been a breach of 
warranty. 


Court or BankrurpTcY—JCRISDICTION—INTERPLEADER 
—Bankrurtcy Act, 1869, s. 65.—In a case of Er parte 
The Sheriff of Middlesex, before the Court of Appeal on the 
80th of January, the novel question was raised whether the 
London Court of Bankruptcy has jurisdiction to make an 
order in the nature of an interpleader order. The question 
arose inthis way. A bankruptcy petition presented in the 
London Bankruptcy Court was dismissed, but the costs were 
ordered to be paid by the respondent. The costs having 
been taxed, a writ of 7, fa. was, under the powers conferred 
by rules 186, 229, 230, of 1870, issued against the respondent, 
and under it the sheriff seized goods in the respondent's house. 
The goods were claimed by the holder of a bill of sale which 
had been executed by the respondent some time previously. 
The sheriff then applied to the London Court for an order 
in the nature of an interpleader order, asking that the 
execution creditor and the bill of sale holder should attend 
at that court and state the nature and particulars of their 
claims to the goods, or relinquish their claims thereto, and 
abide by such order as the court might make, and that in the 
meantime all further proceedings should be stayed. Mr. 
Registrar Spring-Rice, acting as Chief Judge, held that the 
court had no jurisdiction to make the order. The Court of 
Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.) were 
of opinion that, by section 65 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
which provides that ‘‘ the London Court of Bankruptcy shall 
continue to be a courtof law and equity and a principal coart of 
record, and the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy shall have all the 
powers, jurisdiction, and privileges possessed by any judge of 
her Majesty's superior courts of common law at Westmiuster, 
or by any judge of her Majesty's High Court of Chancery,” 
the statutory jurisdiction in interpleader possessed X th 
common law courts has been conferred on the London - 



































ReruTeD OwnERsH1p—OrpER AND DisPposition—Goops 
In Possgssion or Commissiom AGENT—Norice oF AGENCY 
—Banxruprey Act, 1869, s. 15.—In a cage of Lz parte 
Bright, before the Court of Appeal on the 30th of January, 
the question arose whether goods, consigned for sale to a 
commission agent, and in his possession at the commence- 
ment of his liquidation, passed to his trustee by virtue of 
the reputed ownership clause. The agent had, upon a brass 
plate affixed to his place of business and also upon tte 
invoices which he used, described himself as a ‘* Merchant 
and Manufacturer's Agent.” He had acted as commission 
agent for several different manufacturers. The Court of 
Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.), 
reversing the decision of Mr. Registrar Pepys as Chief Judge, 
held that the use of the word ‘agent’’ in the way above- 
mentioned was a sufficient notice to all the agent’s creditors 
that goods in his possession might not be his own goods, 
but might be the goods of a principal, and that consequently 
the reputed ownership clause did not apply. And they 
ordered the goods of the principa!, which were in specie in 
the possession of the agent at the commencement of the 
liquidation, to be d-livered up by the trustee to the 


principal. 





























Partition Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 40), ss. 3, 5— 
Sate—Ricut or Masoriry or Co-owNers TO PuRCHASE 
Suares or Minority at a Vatuation.—In a case of 
Gilbert v. Smith, before the Court of Appeal on the 31st cf 
January, a question was raised upon the construction of the 
Partition Act of 1868. The property consisted of houses 
situate in the centre of the town of Birmingham. The 
; plaintifisand other parties in the same interest were entitled 
‘ among them to three-sixteenths; the defendants were 
entitled among them to the remaining thirteen-sixteenths. 
The plaintiffs desired to have the whole property sold, and 
to receive immediate payment of their shares in money ; the 
J defendants wished that the property should be retained in 
: specie for the present, because they believed that it would 

shortly improve in value. Malins, V.C. (26 W. R. 905, L. 

R. 8 Ch. D. 548), held that, though the case came within 

section 3 uf the Act, he had jurisdiction under section 5, 

upon the undertaking of the defendants to purchase the 

shares of the plaintiffs and those in the same interest 
with them at a valuation, to order a valuation of those 
shares to be made in chambers, and to direct a sale 
and purchase accordingly. ‘The Court of Appeal (Jessel, 
| M.R., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.) held that seetion 3 
| applied and that section 5 had no application, and they 
, directed a sale of the property, giving leave to any of the 
parties to bid. Jessel, M.R., said that he adhered to the 
jopinion which he had already fally expressed in Drinkwater 
“Vv. Ratcliffe, 24 W. B. 25, L. R. 20 Eq. 528. 























































Baxkecrtcy Petition—Prxpixc ACTION—REFERENCE 
TO ARBITZATION—ALJOURNMENT oF PetiTION:—In a case 
of Ez parte The Outlay Assurance Socicty, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 20th of January, a creditor had brought an 
action for a debt, and had also presented a bankruptcy 
petition against the debtcr in res;ect of the same debt, the 
petition being founded on an act of bankruptcy committed 
by non-compliance with a debtor's summons. When the 
petition firet came on to be heard, an order was made ad- 
journing the hearing. After this an order was made by 
consent in the action referring the question in dispute to 
the decision of an arbitrator. When the petition came on 
for hearing again, the atbitrator had not made his award, 
The registrar of the county court, acting as judge, dismissed 
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consenting to ase‘erence to arbitration, hind pot it out of his 
power to comply with the provision of section 8 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, by proving his debt. Afterwards 
the arbitrator found in favour of the petitioner for the fall 
amount claimed. The decision of the registrar was affirmed 
by the Chief Jndge. The Court of Appeal (Jesse), M.K., 
and James ond Bramwell, 1 5J.) held that the registrar 
ought to have adjourned the hearing of the petition until 
after the erbitsator had made Lis award, and they made an 















the petiticn with costs, on the ground that the petitioner, by { 
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ruptey Court for the purposes of the Bankruptey Act. They | order accordingly, remitting the petition to the county court. 

accordingly made the order asked for. to be dealt with. omnt 


Comrany —Winpinc up—DiRector —Porcuase op 
Venbors Paip-urP Suares at A Discount—Compantgs 
Act, 1862, s. 165.—In a case of Re The West 
Jewell Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 
4th inst., the question of the liability of a director 
was raised under a somewhat novel state of circumstances, 
Prior to the formation of the company, an agreement 
was entered into between the owner of a maine, which it wag 
intended that the company should acquire, and a trustee on 
behalf of the then intended company for the sale of the mine tp 
the company for £10,000, which was to be paid by the delivery 
to the vendor, or his nominee or nominees, of 5,600 fully 
paid-up shares of the nominal value of £2 each. This agree- 
ment was afterwards duly registered under the Companj 
Act, 1867. The articles of association of the company did 
not make the agreement binding upon the company, but 
authorised the directors to carry it out. At the first meeting 
of the directors after the registration of the company, it was 
resolved that 5,000 fully paid-up shares should, in ace 
with the contract with the vendor, be allotted to him and 
his nominees for the purchase of the mine. The directors 
did not pass any other resolution adopting the agreement, 
but the 5,000 shares were allotted as fully paid up to the 
vendor and other persons nominated by him, and the mine- 
was duly handed over to the company. One of the nominees 
of the vendor, to whom 500 of the shares were allotted, wag 
a person named Weston, who was a director of the company, 
and who was present at the meeting at which the above regg- 
lution was passed. He had subscribed the memorandum 
of association for 500 shares. Bevides the 5,000 fally 
paid-up shares, 2,000 shares were allotted on the terms 
of £2 per share being paid for them, 1,100 of them 
being allotted to the subscribers of the memorandum, and 
the remaining 960 to other applicants. After a few 
years the company was ordered to be wound up. ‘Lhe liqui- 
dator, finding that Weston beiag a director had received 
of the vendor's shares, summoned him under section 165 to 
show cause why he should not pay to the liquidator £1,000; 
the nominal value of these shares, on the ground that he 
had been guilty of a misfeasance or breach cf trast towards. 
the company. Weston in answer to this made an affidavit 
to the effect that he purchased the 500 shares from the 
vendor in the regular way of business, paying him £500 for 
them, which, he said, was at the time considered their ful} 
value. They were allotted to him direct by the company as 
the nominee of the vendor, in accordance with the agreement 
between him and the company. He never parted with 
of the shares, and never made any profit by them. He di 
not, however, say when he made the purchase from the 
vendor. An affidavit was also made by a London stock and 
share dealer to the effect that at the time when that allot. 
ment of the shares was made there was no market for the 
shares of the company, and that £1 per share was then & 
large price to pay for them. Upon this evidence the Vite 
Warden of the Stannaries Court ordered that Weston should 
ay to the liquidator £1,000, the nominal value of the shares, 
= the £600 which Weston had paid the vendor fur them, 
This decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Jessel, 
M.R., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ,). It was urged that 
the case was distinguishable from all the previous cases, 
as Pearson's case (25 W. R. 618, L. R. 5 Ch. Dz 336), in 
which directors have been compelled to account for the value 
of shares which they have received from the vendor of 
property to or the promoter of a company, because in all 
these cases the director had given nothing tor the shares 
might be aid to have made a profit at the expense of ‘the 
company ; whereas here Weston had paid the full marke 
value of the sheres, and had made no profit by them, But 
Jessel, MR, said that the onus lay on Weston to j 
what he had done, and he was bound to show that be had 
entered into the agreement to buy the shares after he had, 
as a director, adopted the contract with the vendor. Com 
sistently with bis affidavit, his purchase of the shares 
bave been made before the resolution, which in effect ad 
the contract, was passed, and, if do, he had in fact ¥ 
from the vendor a present of the value of the 500 shares, 
ultra the price he gave for them, and was therefore interested 
in procuring the adoption of the contract, and was not in 
position to exercise an unbiassed judgment on behalf of 








company, whether the contract should be adopted or 
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fie was, therefore, liable to pay the value of the shares. 
Aod, a8 shares had been at the same time allotted, and, 
indeed, taken by the directors themselves at their par value 
of £2, that was the proper value with which to charge Wes- 
ton, credit being given him for what he had paid to the 
vendor. 


—_—_—_. 


D1ssoLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP—SALE OF GoopWILL AND 
Busness—Ricut To vse Trape Name.—In a case of 
Lmy v. Walker, before the Court of Appeal on'the 5th inst., 
apartner-hip between two traders had been dissolved by a 
decree of the Chancery Division, and the partnership 

ises in London, and the assets, stock-in-trade, and 
ill of the business were sold under the direction of the 
out, One of the partners became the purchaser, and a 
deed of assignment to her wes executed, by which ‘‘ the 
goodwill and business” were expressly assigned, but the 
right to use the name of the firm was not in terms mentioned. 
The purchasing partner continued to carry on the 
‘business at the old place and under the old firm, end gave 
notice to all the customers that the other partner had 
retired. The retiring partner went to Paris and started a 
gimilar business there under a different firm. Afterwards 
shecommenced an action to restrain the continuing partner 
fiom using the name of the old firm, and Hall, V.C., granted 
am injunction accordingly. The Court of Appeal (Jeszel, 
‘MAR., and James and Bramwell, L.JJ.) held that the plaintiff 
had no equity whatever to sustain the action. The defend- 
ant had a right to use any name she pleased in her trade, 
provided that she did no injury to any other person by 
mepresenting her business to be that other person’s business. 
It was impossible that the carrying on of the old business, 
dn the old place and under the old firm, could be a representa- 
tion that it was the business of the plaintiff which was 
carried on in a different place and under a different firm. 
The plaintiff, not being a partner in the defendant's firm, 
was not liable to any of the creditors of that firm who had 
become such since the dissolution, and, by means of the 
aotice of the dissolution given to the creditors who had 
dealt with the old firm betore the dissolation, the plaintiff 
was freed from liability to them. She was bound indeed 
tohave given that notice herself if she wished to be pro- 
teoted from liability to the old creditors, but the defendant 
hed given it for her. The court based their judgment on 
\ this ground, but James, L.J.,-adced that he was clearly of 
| opinion that the assignment to the continuing partner of 
“the goodwill and business” carried with it the exciusive 
Tight to the use of the trade name, which was certainly 
| one of the assets of tho business. And Jesse!, M.R., said 
| that he expressed no dissent from this view. 


Practic8—Time ror Appeatrna —INTERLOCUTORY ORDER 
—Finpine or Facr—Onrp. 89, x. 1a—Orp. 58, x. 15.—In 
Sease of Lowe v, Lowe, before the Court of Appeal on the 
4th inst., the preliminary objection was taken that the 
peal had been bronght too late. It was said that the 
teent decision of the Conrt of Appeal in Arehd v, Burredt 
(Q7 W. R. 234, ante, p.142) applied, The plaintiff alleged 
that the defendant had purchased some land as his agent; 
snd the defendant denied the agenoy. The plaintiff claimed a 

‘@elaration that the defendant was a trestee of the land 
him, and consequential relief. The action was tried 
Bacon, V.C., on the 19th, 20th, and 21st of February, 

1878, when judgment was given for the defendant with 
Goats, the Vice-Chancellor being of opinion that the alleged 
‘gency bad not been proved. No definite issues of fact 
had been settled at tho commencoment of the trial, but the 
Chancellor commenced his judgment by saying, “I 
quite agree that the case is now redaced to a mere question 
of fact.” The judgment, as drawn up by the registrar, 
Was dated the 21st of Fobraary, and it was in this form :— 
his action, coming on for trial on the 19th and 20th 

Febraary aud this day before the court, in the presence, 

and upon reading the exhibits, &c., and upon hearing 
the evidence taken orally, &., this court doth order that 
Action do stand dismiased out of this coart, with costs 
to be paid by the plaintiff.” The plaintiff gave notice of 
appeal on the 27th of April. It was objected that the Vise- 
Cellor's finding on the facts was an interlocutory 
order which could only be appealed from within twenty- 
te days, according to the decision in Krell v, Burrell, 3 


that case, it will be remembered, the Master of the Rolls 
gave his finding on the issue of fact on the 6th of December, 
but did not deliver his judgment on the whole case until the 
following 28th of January, and it was held that his finding 
of fact could not be appealed from after the expiration: of 
twenty-one days. But the counsel for the respondent in 
Lowe v. Lowe relied upon the following passage in the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal in Arehl v. Burrell (27 
W. R. 236): “We by no means say that, even if ihe 
verdict and judgment in another case were to follow one 
another without any interval of time, that fact would 
make any difference in the treatment by us of the 
case, provided only the judge olearly takes upon himself 
the trial of specific questions of fact, and finds his verdict 
upon them as a matter separate from the judgment whieh 
he gives upon that verdict.” That, it was said, showed 
that the decision in Krehi v. Burrell governed Lowe v. 
Lowe. Tke court (Jessel, M.R., and James and Bramwe!!, 
L.JJ.), overruled the objection. James, L.J., said that 
the above passage of the judgment ia AreAd v. Burrell only 
applied to a case where (as was actually done in Krehiv. 
Burrell), the judge at the commencement of the trial settied 
definite issues of fact for trial; where it was understood 
from the beginning that the issues of fact were being 
tried separately. Provided a distinct announcement thet 
this was to be done was made at the beginuing of the 
trial, then it did not signify whether the finding on the 
facts and the judgment on the whole case were given on 
different days, or were given the one immediately after 
the other. Jessel, M.R., said that it is always his practice 
at the Rolls to get the counsel to agree at the beginning 
of the trial what are the issues of fact to be tried. 


Ittvsory APPOINTMENT — APPOINTMENT AMONGST 
CHILDREN EXERCISED BY APPOINTING To SURVIVORS—ILLU- 
soRY APPoINtmENT Act (11 Geo. 4, AND 1 Wi. 4, c. 
46).—Ina case of Re Capon’s Trusts, before the Master of the 
Rolls on the 8rd inst., a question was argued as to whether an 
appointment made in 1834 was illusory under the follow- 
ing circumstances:—A marriage settlement contained a 
trust,to pay and apply the trust fund between and amongst 
all and every the child and children of the marriage in suci 
parts and proportions, manner, and form as the survivor of 
the marriage should by deed appoint, and in default amongst 
the children equally. The survivor appointed the fund 
amongst the children and the survivor and survivors equally, 
and if only one should survive, then to that one. tt was 
contended that this appointment was illusory as really 
giving the fund amongst the sarvivors only and not amengst 
all the children, Reliance was placed upon a case of MJix- 
chin v. Minchin (3 Ir. Ch. Rep., and Sugden on Powers, 8 
ed, 450). The Master of the Rolls said be could not approve 
of the Irish case, and Lord St. Leonards evidently considered 
the point required further consideration. In his op‘nion 
it was more than an illusory appointment, as under ita 
child might take a very substantial interest and one pro- 
bably saleable at a good price. Even if it were an illusory 
appointment it was entirely covered by the Illusory Ap- 
pointments Act as it was not now necessary that every child 
should have some small sum left it in order to make the 
appointment good. 


Marniacs SETTLEMENT — PowsrR or APPorNTMENT 
AMONGST CHILDREN — APPOINTMENT witH RESTRAINT 
AGAINST ANTICIPATION—PeERpErUITY—Revection oF Re- 
STRAINT CLavse.—In a case of Re Ridlev, Buckton v. Hay, 
also before the Master of the Rolls on the 3rd inst,, a question 
arose as to the validity of the exercise of a power given by a 
marriage settlement of appointiag amongst children, where 
it was exercised with a restraint against anticipation in the case 
of daughters, such res!raint curtailing their absolute interest, 
and so offending against the rule as to perpetuities. A. was 
entitled for life, and the appoiatment was to children 
living at her death, and as to daughters with a restraint against 
anticipation. A petition was now preseated by a married 
daughter, askiag that the fuad might be paid out to heron 
the ground that she was absolutely entitled thereto, the 
restraint on anticipation being bad. It was argued on the 
authority of Thorutun v. Bright (2 My, and Ce, 230), a case 
before Lord Cottenham ; Fry v. Capper (Kay, 163), and the 





more recent eases. of Re, Teague (18 W. R. 752, L. R. 10 Bq. 
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564), and Re Cunynghame (19 W. R. 381, L. R. 11 Eq. 324), 
that the court would disregard the restraint, and make the 
order asked for. The Master of the Rolls said he did not 
consider the law on this subject in at all a satisfactory state. 
According to our law property was alienable, but an excep- 
tion (the invention of the Lord Chancellors) had been en- 
grafted on that law in favour of married women—namely, 
the restraint on anticipation ; and it was justified on the 
ground of its being the only way of securing the enjoyment 
by married women of their separate property. The other rule 
in question in the case—the rule against perpetuities—was 
also au invention of the Chancellors, but this time in favour 
of alienation, and to prevent an indefinite series of limitations, 
so as practically to render property inalienable for ever, 
and according to the rule, property was not allowed to be tied 
up for a longer period than lives in being and twenty-one 
years afterwards. The question he had to decide was 
whether there ought not to be an exception in favour of 
married women to that rule just as much as in the case of 
the general law. As to the cases; in Thornton v. 
Bright, the only case decided in the Court of Appeal, the 
point was not really ed on principle, but the decision 
of Lord Cottenham on its facts certainly exactly covered 
the point. The point then came before Vice-Chancellor 
Wood in Fry v. Capper, but he considered it as settled by 
Thornton vy. Bright, and therefore did not give it much con- 
sideration. The same result had followed in Re Teague and 
Re Cunynghame, and therefore the question could never be 
fairly said to have been argued out on principle. Sitting 
as a judge of first instance, he did not think it right 
after the series of cases decided the other way to attempt to 
alter the law, and he should therefore allow the money to be 
paid ont to the married woman, still he thought on principle 
that the rule was wrong, and should be reconsidered by the 
Court of Appeal. 


PracticE—DiscovEry AND INSFECTION—OrpD. 31, RR. 
14—19—Booxs or a CompanY—PENDING PETITION To 
Winp vp—RecisTer or MortGaGES—So.iciTor on AGENT 
or A Memwper—Companies Act, 1862, s. 43.—An interlocu- 
tory application before Hall, V.C., on the 3rd inst., in Re 
The Credit Company (Limited), raised two questions of 
practice deserving of notice, ‘Ibe one point was as to the 
right of a solicitor or agent of a member of 9 company 
registered under the Companies Acts, to inspect the register 
of mortgages under the 43rd section of the Companies Act, 
1862; and the other, as to the formalities of notice required 
of an applicant for inspection of books and documents, under 
the Rules of Court, ord. 31, rr. 14—19, inclusive. The facts of 
the case were as follows :—The company, having its registered 
offices in Londcn, had passed a resolution for a voluntary 
liquidation under the supervision of the court. Previously, 
however, to the meeting at which this resolution was 
passed, but after notice of it had been issued, a petition for 
compulsory winding up was presented by Mr. Hudson, a 
member of the company, residing at Sheffield. That petition 
‘was tow pending, and it was admitted in the arguments on 
the present application that the petitioner was “a party to 
@ proceeding ”’ within rule 14 of order 31. In answer to the 
petition, Mr. Hume Webster, the managing director of the 
company, had filed an affidavit, in which he stated the 
liabilities and assets of the company, and referred to the 
company’s books as one source of his information. Thereupon 
the petitioner’s solicitors wrote on January 31 to the com- 
pany’s solicitor, saying, “ We propose to attend at the com- 
pany’s offices to-morrow at eleven o'clock to inspect the 
books to which Mr. Webster makes reference in his affidavit. 
Kindly see that directions are given to the officials of the 
company to produce them to us.” On applying at the 
offices pursuant to their notice, they were refused inspection 
of the company’s books, and the secretary further refused 
them inspection of the register of mortgages, on the ground 
that the 44rd section of the Act of 1862 gave a member 
the right to personal inspection only. The petitioner now 
moved, by special leave, under ord. 31, r. 17, for an order that 
he, his solicitor or agent, might be at liberty to inspect, and 
take extracts from, the books of the company as well as the 
register of mortgages, The motion was resisted, on the 

round that, in an application of this nature, the parties were 
justified in putting one another on their strict rights, and that 
with regard to inspection of the books the notice given was 
informal, and should have covered a longer period. 
Kale 15 of order 21 prescribes the exact form of notice, and | 





a 
rule 16 contemplates the party served desiring, and bei ehe 
titled to, time to object to produce or to up such of hig 
books as may seem desirable. It was also urged that the 
present was exactly the case provided for by rule 19, where 
the question in dispute should be determined before decigj 
upon the right to inspection. As to inspection of thy 
register of mortgages by the petitioner’s solicitor, it was 
pressed upon the court that this was not a case within the 
48rd section of the Act of 1862, and that it might be hig 
prejudicial to the company’s interests to allow a solicitor 
who might possibly act for persons other than the petitioner 
and hostile to the company, to overhaul all its books, The 
Vice-Chancellor held that the applicant had no right to ask 
for inspection of the books in the informal manner he had 
adopted, but that the course prescribed by the order 
and rules cited must be strictly followed, and at 
least sufficient time given to the party served to 
enable him to avail himself of rule 16. The objec. 
tion to allow inspection, which was raised by the secre. 
tary, did not waive the informality as to notice. With 
regard, therefore, to the first part of the motion, it wag 
refused, on the ground of irregularity in the proceedings, 
As to inspection of the register the order was granted, his 
lordship holding that section 43 of the Companies Act, 1869, 
included the solicitor or agent of a member, and that there 
had in the present case been in effect a refusal to Mr, 
Hudson of leave to inspect. No order was made as to the 
costs of the application. 


Costs—TAXATION—ATTENDANCE OF CountRY Soxicrror. 
on Hearne or Bankruptcy Appeal BY CHIEF Jup¢r,— 
In a case of Ex parte Snow, before the Chief Judge on the 
3rd inst., a question arose as to the allowance of the costs of 
a country solicitor’s attendance at the hearing by the Chief 
Judge of an appeal in bankruptcy from the decision of » 
county court. The decision of the county court was reversed 
by the Chief Judge, but on appeal to the Court of Appeal 
the order of the county court was restored, and it was 
ordered that the costs of the appellant (7.e., the respondent 
before the Chief Judge) of and incidental to both appeals 
should be paid by the trustee of the liquidating debtor, 
The country solicitor of the appellant came up to London for 
the purpose of being present at the hearing of the appeal by: 
the Chief Judge, and of attending a conference with his 
counsel upon the hearing, and he claimed to include his 
costs of so doing in the appellant's costs allowed by the 
Court of Appeal, on the ground that the case was 2 compli. 
cated one, and ix particular that there were very voluminous 
notes taken by a shorthand writer of evidence taken vind 
voce in the county court, at which examinations the country 
solicitor had been present, and that it was nec that 
he should attend the conference with counsel in order to 
explain this evidence to him. The taxing master dis- 
allowed these coats, and the matter was then brought before 
the Chief Judge. On behalf of the solicitor reliance was 
placed upon Ex parte Dickens (26 W. R. 915, L. R. 8 Ch. 
D. 598), in which it was held by the Chief Judge that the 
taxing master’s allowance of the charges and expenses in- 
curred by @ country solicitor in personally attending at 
appeal in London, instead of employing a London agent, 
ought not to be disturbed. The Chiet Judge held that this. 
case did not apply to Ex parte Snow. He said that all the 
evidence was recited in the order, and the solicitor’s personal 
attendance could add nothing. There was no necessity for 
his attendance, and the costs claimed could not be allowed. 
Another point was this:—On the hearing of the appeal to 
the Court of Appeal, the appellant, who was a barrister, 
went from Liverpool to London to argue his own case, | 
instead of employing counsel. He claimed to be allowed, «| 
part of the costs of the appeal, the expenses of his journey { 
from Liverpool to London and back, and it was urged that, 
by arguing his own case, ho had saved the expense of etl 
ploying counsel, which he would have been entitled undet 
the order to be paid by the respondent. The taxing master 
refused to allow the claim. The Chief Judge affirmed bis 
decision, observing that he had never heard of such a claim 
before, and that it was a preposterous one. 
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Sucieties. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the 
hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on 
Thursday, the 6th inst., the following being present, viz:— 
Mr, Desborough (chairman) and Messrs. Tylee, Finch, 
Hedger, Sawtéll, Sidney Smith, and Boodle (secretary), a 

t of £10 was made to a very aged solicitor, who had 
formerly been a member of the association, two grants of 
£5 each were made to the widows of non-members, and the 
ordinary general business was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The above society met as usual last Tuesday evening at 
the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, Mr. S. Garrett, M.A., 
presiding. This being the first meeting in the month, 
several motions were standing on the paper for discussion. 
Mr. W. R. Lloyd Jones was elected a member of the com- 
mittee. After some motions relating more particularly to 
the business of the society had been agreed to, Mr. MacColla 
moved, and Mr. Hemsley seconded, “That the present 
system of granting ‘dispensing orders,’ and admitting 

to practice as solicitors whose educational fitness 
has not been previously tested by the ‘preliminary’ or 
some equivalent examination, is highly injurious, and that 
the secretary do communicate the views of this meeting te 
the council of the Incorporated Law Society.” After some 
discussion, in which granting ‘‘dispensing orders” was 
both advocated and opposed, Mr. Ellis moved, and Mr. 
Van Sommer seconded, “ That all the words after the word 
‘that’ be left out, and these words be substituted : ‘ While 
it is not desirable to dispense altogether with the present 
system of granting ‘‘ dispensing orders,” that system should 
be placed under the control of the Incorporated Law 
Society.’ The adjournment of the debate to the 11th 
inst. was subsequently agreed to on the motion of Mr. 
J. Nicholls, who will consequently resume the discassion 
on that evening. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn 
Hall, Strand, on Wednesday, the 5th inst, Mr. E. H., 
Pickeragill, B.A., in the chair. It being the first meetiog 
of the month, the society was occupied till a late hour in 
discussing various business motions, and the subject for 
the evening’s debate was not reached. A motion by Mr. 
Steele to set down upon the monthly circulars the names 
of four members to speak upon each subject for debate was, 
after very full consideration, lost by a majority of ten. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The first ordinary meeting of this society for the present 
ee was held on Tuesday evening, February 4, at the Law 

iety’s Library, Bennett’s-hill. A. A. Baker, Esq., in the 
chair, There was a very large attendance. A portion of 
“Williams on Real Property’’ was discussed for half-an- 
hour, and the business of the meeting, which was of a special 
character, was then proceeded with. After the election of 
an honorary and of an ordinary member, and votes of thanks 

Mr. J. Hargreave for his services as honorary treasurer and 
Secretary, and to Mr. C. Robinson for his services as 
honorary librarian daring the past year, a prolonged dis- 
cussion took place on the subject of granting orders dis- 
Least with the preliminary examination, and ultimately 

® following resolutions were unanimously carried :—“ 1. 
That this society views with regret the manner in which 
the power of the judges to dispense with the preliminary 
examinations has been exercised in recent years. 2, That 
no articled clerk shall be eligible for election as a member 
of this society who has had his preliminary examination 
dispensed with by a judge's order unless his application to 
Such judge has been previously approved by the committeo 
of the Birmingham Law Society. Provided, nevertheless, 

at no person to whom a dispensation order has been already 
granted shall be ineligible to become a momber of this 








society.’ The ordinary debate on the moot point was ad~ 


journed in consequence of the lateness of the hour JA 
vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the mectiag. 





MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 


The annual mock trial under the auspices of this soci ty 
was held on the 30th ult. in the Sessions Court, Mimshat- 
street. There was a large attendance of members end 
of the public, and the proceedings reflected considersble 
credit on those who took part. Mr. F. J. Headtem, 
stipendiary magistrate for the city, officiate! as jadge, 
and the following magistrates alsv occupied seats om 
the bench :—Messrs. E. Hardcastle, M.P., T. Dale, G. 
Booth, J. Moseley, J. A. Railton, J. W. D. Mather, amd J. 
F. Furniss. The prisoner was charged with “ feloniously 
cutting and wounding.” The connsel for the prosecution 
were Messrs. Hardman and Norton, and for the prisoner 
Messrs. Stocks and Abell. At the conclusion of the ial 
(the prisoner being found guilty and sentenced to pemal 
servitude for five years), the kindness of the corporatiea te 
allowing the use of the Sessions Court was acknowledged ; 
and, on the motion of Mr. W. Slater, seconded by Mr. J. 
Hislop, a vote of thanks was passed with acclamation te Mr. 
Headlam, who, in reply, congratulated the members of the 
society on the ability they had displayed, adding that he 
thought the conduct of the trial had been most creditable. 


NOTTINGHAM INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the above society was 
heid in the Grand Jury-room, Town Hall, Nottingham, ea 
the 31st alt. 

Mr. MicnarL Browne, president and chairmaa of 
the ccuncil, presided, and among those present were 
Messrs. H. Wing (vice-president), C. Botiin, A. Williams, 
Hnogh Browne, M. Gilbert, H. R. Thorpe, G. B. Rethers, 
John Watson, J. K. Wright, F. W. Rothera, G. H. Black- 
well, W. G. Eking, E..H. Fraser, S. E. Heath, Jesse Hind, 
8. G. Johnson, G. Parr, C. L. Rothera, G. T. Travell, J. CG 
Warren, &c. The minates of the last meeting were read 
and confirmed. 

Mr. Wine moved, “ That the report of the council sheald 
be taken as read, and received, and adopted.” 

Mr. Fraser having seconded the motion, it was carried. 

The meeting then proceeded to the election of officers 
of the society for the ensuing year as follows :—Mr. H. 
Wing, president ; Mr. G. Marshall (East Retford), viece- 
president ; Mr. C. Butlin, treasurer ; Mr. Arthur Williams, 
secretary ; Mr. Fred. Acton, Mr. R. Enfield, Mr. M. Gil- 
bert, Mr. John Martin, Mr. William Bryan (Mansfield}, 
Mr. H.R. Thorpe, Mr. John Watson. and Mr. J. K. Wrighs 
members of the council, and Mr. F. W. Rothera and H. 
Wyles auditors. 

Mr. H. R. Tuorps called attention to the state of the 
Law Library, and moved that certain books sent up te 
London should be rebound, and the missing volumes re- 
pl , the expenses of which would amount to about £12 
—Mr. M. Gilbert seconded the motion. A long discussiea 
thereupon took place as to what had become of the missing 
volumes. Eventually, upon the motion of Mr. G@ BK 
Rothera, seconded by Mr. J. Watson, it was resolved that 
a circular should be forwarded to all the members of the 
profession, asking every one to return any volumes be- 
longing to the library which they had in their possession. 

Mr. G. B. Rotaera moved that the volumes in the Re- 
ference Library should not be allowed to be taken away 
and circulated.—Mr. S, Heath seconded the motion, which 
was carried, 

Mr. M. Browne then presented Mr. J. H. White with 
the society's prize as the most successfal student at the 
last Michaelmas examinations. In doing so, he re 
that sach a distinction gave great credit to the stadent, 
and it also reflected credit upon Mr, Hind, the gentleman 
to i he had served his articles.—Mr. White retaraed 
thanks, 

A vote of thanks, on the motion of Mr. G. B, Rothers, 
secondcd by Mr. M. Gilbert, having been passed to Mr. 
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Browne for his services to the society, the meeting ter- 
minated. 


a 


The report of the council refers to the following matters :— 
The present number of members is eighty-eight, the number 
last year being seventy-two. The number of members who 
signed the memorandum and articies of association in Sep- 
tember, 1875, was fifty-seven. Since that tithe three mem- 
bers have‘cied, and thirty-eight have been elected. There 
is one-associate of the-scciety with the privilege of using the 
jaw library. 

Bar Education end Discipline Bill.—Mr. Gregory having 
given notice of an intended amendment to this Bill, to 
enable a solicitor of five years’ standing to be admitted a 
member of any of the inns of court, and to be examined at 
the ensuing! final examination of members of that inn, and 
to be placed inva position in all respects as if he had been a 
stadentiof such inn, the council sent a copy of the amend- 
ment-to each of the local members of Perliament with a 
request that they would support the amendment. A similar 
provision with reference to barristers was contained in the 
Solicitors Act, 1877. This bill, however, was ultimately 
withdrawn. 

County Courts Jurisdiction Bill—The council suggested 
to the Attorney-General that a provision should be inserted 
in this Bill extending the jurisdiction of county courts to 
matters‘under ‘‘The Settled Estates Act, 1877,” when the 
value of property did not exceed £500, and also asked 
the various provincial law societies to support the sug- 
ge —_ The following is a copy of the Attorney-General’s 
reply :— 

‘* House of Commons, 15th April, 1878. 

“My dear Sir,—I have handed your letter suggesting 
that jurisdiction under the ‘Settled Estates Act, 1877,’ 
should be conferred on county courts, to the Solicitor- 
General, who will represent the Government upon the select 
committee which has just been appointed.—I remain, yours 
very faithfully, ‘*Joun Hoiker.” 

“‘Arthnr Williams, Esq.” 

Inland Revenue Ofice.—The attention of the council 

having been drawn to the inadequate supply of stamps 
kept in stock at the Nottingham office, an application was 
made to the Comptroller of Stamps with reference thereto, 
and it’was pointed out that the parchment supplied at the 
‘Stamp Office was of an inferior description to that sold 
eleewhere, and that it would be a convenience to local 
solicitors if parchment stamped to certain amounts was 
supplied bovkwise. The result was that an officer of the 
department (Mr. Adams) subsequently attended a meetiug 
of the counci], and submitted for approval a statement 
showing the different stamps, which in future will be 
kept at the Nottingham office. This statement will be 
found in appendix ‘‘B.” It was also arranged that any 
other staorp should be obtained by return of post, or in 
eases of urgency by ten o’clock the next morning, on notice 
being given not later than three p.m. Mr. Adams also 
submitted parchment of an improved qnality, which will 
be supplied im the future. This’ parchment is prepared 
yeady for writing upon, and can be had either ruled or un- 
ruled. Varions specimens of parchment bookwise were 
3/s0 sobmitted, and the council regolved that it would be 
sufficient for ordinary purposes to keep in stock parch- 
ments M quarto, 1s, 2d.; n demy, 1s. 6d.; and p royal, 
is. 10d. ; stamped as follows:—6d., 1s., 1s. 3d., 1s. 6d., 
2s., 28. 6d., 38. 9d., 58, 68. 3d., 7. 6d., and 10s. The 
council begs to acknowledge the great courtesy displayed 
by the Inland Revenne authorities during these negotia- 
tions, and having promised to bring the subject before the 
profession in this locality with the view to the purchase of 
stamps at the local office, it is hoped that the members 
will assiet the council by so doing. The council wishes 
also to state its sense of the benefit conferred on the pro- 
feesion by the new regulations as to residuary and succes- 
zion accounte, and the delivery of documents at the local 
office to be stamped. 

Hadgett +. Commissioners of Inland Revenue.—The atten- 
tion of the council having been called to this case (26 
W. it. 115), which decides that 2 deed of appointment of 
new trustees containing a conveyance of property must be 
stamped, not only with the common deed stamp of 10s., 
but also with an additional 10s, stamp in respect of such 


eonveyence, the council agreed to join in procuring an j ¢g take couneel’s opinion thereon, 





a eee t 
indemnity in respect of past insufficiently stamped deeds, 
or a mitigation of the usual penalty on such deeds bein 
properly stamped, although the council was of opinion 
that the practice at Nottingham had been in accordangg 
wit&i the decision. The Board of Inland Revenue, how. 
ever, gave notice that the penalty would be remitted jf 
such deeds were properly stamped within a reasonable 
time. 

Conveyancing Charges.—Immediately after the last 
annual general meeting the council directed the Conyey. 
ancing Charges Committee to consider and report upon x4 
preparation of a local scale of charges for conveyancing 
business. ‘The committee met, but before it made ap 
report the council revoked the appointment, and decided to 
consider the question at a special meeting of the council, 
After considerable discussion and the preparation of various 
scales, it was resolved that the question should be referred 
for decision to the members at the general meeting held on 
the 22nd of July, 1878. At this meeting it was decided 
that no further action should be taken in the matter, This 
decision was more readily come to, not only on account of the 
impracticability of framing any scale applicable to all cases 
and under all circumstances, but also as it was understodd 
that Mr. Osborne Morgan’s Select Committee on “ Land 
Registration,” when re-appointed in the next session, will 
most probably deal with the question ; as well as a general 
scale having been submitted to the Lord Chancellor, and no 
approval thereof having been given. 

Bankruptey Law Amendment.—At the request of the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, the council, on the 
6th of May, 1878, considered this question, and passed the 
following resolutions:—‘‘That there is no reason why 
the distinction between trader and non-trader should be 
preserved. That it.isdesirable that among the. preferential 
debts mentioned in clause 48 of the Bill should be in 
cluded the rent (for not exceeding twelve calendar months) 
of a debtor’s premises then accrued due, and also the pro- 
portion of the accruing rent from the date when the last 
rent accrued due up to the date of filing of the petition, 
That a trustee continuing in possession of the debtor's 
premises should be bound to pay rent during his occupa- 
tion, such rent being at the previous rate accruing de die 
in diem. That a secured creditor on valuing his security 
should be at liberty to give notice to the trustee requiring 
him within six calendar months to take the security at the 
valuation, and in default of the trastee so redeeming the 
creditor at that amouut, he should be at liberty to apply to 
the court for an order vesting the security in him free 
from all. equity or right of redemption of the debtor or his 
trustee, and to receive dividends on the amount of his 
proof above the value of his security.” 

Bills of Sale Act, 1878 (41 § 42 Vict., c. 31).—This 
Act, which also came into operation on the 1st instant, 
during its progress through Parliament received careful 
consideration from the council ; various suggestions for its 
amendment being made to Mr. S. 8. Lloyd, M.P., whobad 
charge of the Bill in the House of Commons, and to the 
Lord Chancellor, and it is satisfactory to record that the 
two amendments proposed to the Lord Chancellor were 
adopted in the Bill. Sub-section 1 of section 10 of the Act 
is as follows :—“ The execution of every bill of sale shall be 
attested by a solicitor of the Sapreme Court, and the 
attestation shall state that before the execution of the bill 
of sale the effect thereof has been explained to the grantor 
by the attesting solicitor.” Tbe council recommends the 
members to discourage as far as practicable the execution 
of bills of sale not prepared under professional advice. — 

Infringement of the Acts relating to Solicitors.—It having 
been reported to the council that a bill of sale had 
been prepared by a Nottingham accountant, who had 
sent in to the parties a bill of his charges for preparing 
the same, it was resolved to ask the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue to proceed for the recovery of the 
penalty imposed by section 60 of the Stamp Act, 1870. It 
should be mentioned that the bill of sale was a litho- 
graphed form, which had been filled in by the accountants 
clerk. The commissioners replied that they could not 
prosecute, as they did not consider the mere filling up of 
the blanks in u lithographed form to be a ‘ drawing 
within the meaning of the Act. The council at once re 
solved to lay the matter before the Council of the Lacor- 
porated Law Soviety of the United Kingdom, who decided 
The following is 6 
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the opinion.—‘‘(1) I think tne document to 
ss Pag memeranbe D is attached, viz., the bill of 
gale of 17th of Jaly, 1876, was prepared by Mr. —— within 
the meaning of 33 & 34 Viot. c. 97, 8.60. It can hardly 
be said to have been ‘drawn’ by him, but I think that 
when the alterations or insertions were made which turned 
the dead form into a living instrument, the resulting deed 
perly have been said to be ‘prepared.’ The objest 
of the enactment was clearly to prevent loss to the revenue 
from @ practice which would seriously weaken the induce- 
ment to become a solicitor and pay for a certificate. Such 
gould clearly be the result if instruments on lithographed 
orprinted forms could be filled up by wholesale and con- 
verted into operative instruments by such a process as has 
taken place in the present instance. What more in many 
simple cases does the conveyancer or solicitor do but adapt 
hiscommon forms to the particular case by varying or in- 
gerting names, descriptions, and amounts? It can make no 
difference that the manual act of copying the convey- 
ancer'’s form is performed by a clerk instead of being done 
by the lithographer and partly by the person filling 
up the blanks, and yet who would doubt that the convey- 
ancer, in the case put, prepared the deed? The mental 
ast’ requisite for determining whether the common form 
will do or needs alteration is of itself a preparation of the 
instrument, if not a ‘drawing’ also. (2.) I think there is 
no doubt that the penalty imposed by 23 & 24 Vict. c. 
197,8. 26, is confined to cases of business done in some 
court. ‘that section and section 2 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, to 
which it refers, are the only sections I know touching the 
present question—and I think the view I suggest has been 
that generally entertained for many years back. (3.) The 
only step that I can suggest is to.endeavour to get the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue to reconsider their de- 
termination, and at all events to consult the law officers of 
the Crown.” Mr. Wills’ opinion being laid before the 
authorities, the result was that the accountant was fined in 
a mitigated penalty. The council begs to express its 
acknowledgment to the council of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom for the readiness with which 
itdealt with the matter. 


——— 


NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 

The eighth ordinary meeting of this society was recently 
held at the society’s rooms, Royal Arcade, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, Mr. J. Gibson Youll (vice-president) in the chair. 
The notice convening the meeting was read by the hon. 
secretary, The treasurer presented his accounts, and Mr. 
Dendy and Mr. Emley were requested to audit and report 
thereon. ‘The report of the committee, haviog been printed 
and circulated previous to the meeting, was taken as read. 

On the motion of the Vice-President, seconded by Mr. 
Dees, it was resolved: ‘‘ That the report of the standing 
committee be adopted and confirmed.” 

A letter was read from Mr. James Raiford, one of the hon. 
seeretaries of the society from 1849 to 1869, offering 
a silver snuffbox for use of the vice-president of the 
society for the time being. On the motion of Mr. 
Dees, seconded by Mr. Daggett, it was resolved: 
“That the cordial thanks of this society be tendered 


_ oMr. James Radford for the elegant snuftbox with which 


society has, by his liberality, been enriched.” On 
the motion of Mr. Watsovu, seconded by Mr. Stanton, it was 
resolved; ‘‘That, with the approval of Mr. Radford, the 
snuffbox presented by him to the society be confided to the 
Vice-president for the time being, and that the same be pro- 
duced by him at the annual and other social meetings of the 
fociety, and at ull other times when required by any resolu- 
Hou of a general meeting or of the standing committee. That 
the vice-president be responsible for the safe keeping thereof; 
and that it be imperative upon him, on his going out of office, 
to deliver the same to his successor iu the office, or as other- 
Wise directed by the committee of the society.” 

On the motion of Mr, Pybus, seconded by Mr. Dees, it 
Was resolvod : “ That the hon, secretary be instructed to issue 
‘circular to the members drawing particular attention to 
that portion of the report which refers to the cost to the 
members of keeping up the society’s rooms, aud pointing out 
how it has been largely increased by the failure of members 
to bear in mind some of the objects for which the rooms were 


established.’ 





On the motion of Mr. R. 8. Watson, seconded by Mr. 
Gibson, it was resolved: ‘* That this society, whilst of opiniom 
that it is inexpedient entirely to abolish the power of dis- 
pensing with the preliminary examination, thinks that that 
power ought to be exercised with greater restriction than at 
present, and should be vested in the first instance in the 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom.” 

On the motion of the Vice-President, seconded by Mr. 
Dees, it was resolved: “That a copy of the last resolution 
be transmitted to the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom, and to the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies.” 

On tke motion of the Vice-President, seconded by Mr. 
Dees, it was resolved: ‘*‘ That the cordial thanks of the 
society be accorded to Mr. Joseph Atkinson Philipson, on bis 
resignatiun of the office of honorary librarian, for the services 
rendered by him to the society in the promotion and manage- 
ment of the society’s library.” 

The auditors having reported that they had examined the 
treasurer’s accounts, showing a balance due to him of 
£77 12s. 11d., and found the same correct, it was resolved : 
“ That the treasurer’s accounts, as presented, be passed and 
allowed.’ 

The officers of the society for the ensuing year were elected 
as follows:—President, Mr. John Alderton Bush; vice- 
president, Mr. John Booth ; treasurer, Mr. Robert Richard- 
son Dees ; standing committee, Mr. H: A. Adamson, Mr. 
T. H. Axmstrong, Mr. L. M. Cockeroft, Mr. L. V. De 
Hamel, Mr. Fred. Emley, Mr. Thos. Forster, Mr. Robert 
Kidd, Mr. C. U. Laws, Mr. Robert Pybus, jun., Mr. C. HL 
Stanton, Mr, R. S. Watson, and Mr. J. G. Youll ; honorary 
secretary, Mr. Thomas George Gibson ; honorary librarian, 
Mr. Frederick Emley. 

On the motion of the Vice-President, seconded by Mr. 
T. G. Gibson, it was resolved: “That a contribution of 
£2 2s. from each member be and is hereby declared necessary 
for the purpose of the society.” 


oe 


The report of the society refers to the following matters:— 

Bitls of Sale Act.—This important measure, which will 
come into operation on the 1st of January next, was care- 
fully consiaered by the committee during its progress througk 
Parliament. 

The most important of its provisions is that contained iz 
the dth section, which provides that trade machinery, as 
therein defined, shall be deemed to be personal chattels, and 
that any disposition thereof by the owner, which would be 
a bill of saie as to other personal chattels, shall be deemed 
to be a bill of sale within the meaning of the Act. The 
committee, fearing that this section would be found very 
embarrassing in practice and injurious to the interests of 
the owners of property, the value of which depends on trade 
fixtures, supported the Incorporated Law Society in oppos- 
ing it, but without success. Trade fixtures, as defined by 
the Act, include a great deal of manufacturing plaut which 
has hitherto passed with mortgages of the land without 
registration. 

The provision that mortgages containing attornment 
clauses shall be deemed to be bills of sale will afford addi- 
tional protection to ordinary creditors, but the consequent 
increase in the cost of such mortgages will, it is feared, press 
somewhat heavily on a considerable number of those who, 
through the aid of building societies, buy the houses they 
occupy. The committee think it well to draw the attention 
of the members to the new provisions as to registration, and 
as to the attestation by a solicitor. It is hoped that the 
latter prevision will materially check the preparation by 
money lenders, accountants, and other irresponsible persons, 
of such grossly unfair bills of sale as ignorant persons are 
now frequently entrapped into signing; bat in order that 
this may be so it is necessary that solicitors should co- 
operate in refusing to attest a bill of sale unless it has been 
prepared by a solicitor, Another great change is that 
effected by the 20th section, which enacts that chattels com- 

rised in a registered bili of sale shall not be deemed to be 
in the order or disposition of the grantor within the meaning 
of the Bankruptcy Act. It bas long been seen to be un- 
reasonable that the order and disposition clause, which rests 
on tho principle of credit being given on the faith of the 


) grantee’s ownership of the chattels in question, should over- 


ride a registered bill of sale which the creditor could have 
discovered had he thought fit, and the change should be 
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welecmed as putting an end to this anomaly. One effect of 
it will perhaps be to increase considerably the number of 
dills of sale, and to reduce the terms of money lenders, who 
have hitherto demanded a premium for the risk. 

Land Titles‘and Transfer.—In May last, Mr, Osborne 
Morgan, Q.C., obtained the appointment of a select com- 
mittee of the House of Commons “to inquire -and report 
whether any, and what, steps ought to be taken to simplify 
and secure the title to a 9 and to facilitate the transfer 
thereof, and also to prevent frauds op purchasers and mort- 
gagees of land.” The subject of the proposed inquiry was 
at once considered by your committee. It seemed to them 
that the conclusions arrived at by the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies’ Committee, in 1874, were generally sound 
and expedient ; and they expressed their view that the line 
of action which appeared to promise most success in the 
simplification of title and transfer of land was that pointed 
to by the Real Property Limitation Act, and the Vendor and 
Purehaser Act, to the exclusion of any system of registration, 
either of deeds or of title, which has yet been suggested. 

The views of your committee were communicated to the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies. 

Mr. Morgan’s Committee examined several witnesses 
during the parliamentary session, and reported the evidence. 
It will probably sit again next session, and it is expected 
that four witnesses, representing country law societies, will 
be examined before it. 

Hadgett v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue.—In January 
last, the Liverpool Law Society invited the attention of this 
society to the decision in this case, namely, that a deed of 
appointment of new trustees, which also conveyed property, 
must be stamped with a 10s. stamp in respect of the 
appointment, and an additional 10s. stamp in respect 
of the conveyance of the property. Your committee 
resolved that, in their opinion, it was a case in which 
relief should be sought, and they offered to concur with and 
support the Liverpool Society in any application having this 
object. The Liverpool Society subsequently memorialized 
he Chancellor of the Exchequer on the subject, and elicited 
a reply to the effect that the Board of Inland Revenue would 
remit the penalties payable on stamping such deeds with 
the second duty of 10s., provided they were produced and 
the additional duty paid within a rcasonable time. 

Practice. — The opinion of the society was asked, in 
January last, by the Bristol Law Society, on the following 
question :—“‘In contracting for the sale for a sam in gross 
of a plot of land (part of a building estate), subject to build- 
ing and other covenants, stated seriatim in a contract, is it 
improper, from a professional point of view, for the vendor’s 
solicitor to stipulate in such contract for the preparation of 
the conveyance by himself—at the purchaser’s expense ?” 

The committee replied that, in their opinion, the question 
should be answered affirmatively ; the vendor might stipu- 
late that the conveyance should be in a particular form set 
out or referred to in the contract, but could not properly 
require that his solicitor should prepare the conveyance. 

Preliminary Examinaticn,— During the past year the 
standing committee have had occasion to consider the pro- 
priety of supporting applications for dispensations from the 
passing of the preliminary examination. They feel strongly 
that the efforts of the general body of the profession to raise 
its tone and character entitle it to the right of investigating 
and deciding in the first irstance upon all applications for 
the exercise of the dispensing power. The council of the 
Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom is a body 
well qualified to fulfil this duty on the part of the profession ; 
and the standing committee would be glad if the members 
of the society in genera] meeting should see fit to support 
this view by resolution. 

The Incor; orated Law Society of the United Kingdom.— 
The committee have again to acknowledge important ser- 
vices rendered to the profession and the public by the 
eovncil of this society during the past year. Amongst 
these may be mentioned the inauguration of the new system 
of conducting the intermediate and final examinations ; 
efforts to procure an amendment of the law relating to 
tacking and consolidation of mortgages ; the careful watcb- 
ing of the measures introduced during last session, es- 
pecially those relating to bills of sale, bankruptcy law 
amendment, bar education and discipline, and county 
courts; and the assistance rendered towards procuring the 
consideration and settlement of various questions of law 
of great importance to solicitors 





ee 
Obituary. 


MR. EDWARD WILLIAMS FAITHFUL, 


Mr, Edward Williams Faithfull, solicitor, died at Hops. 
lands, Winchester, on the 22nd ult., after a long and MY 
illness. The deceased was the only surviving gon of the 
late Mr. Edward Chamberlain Faithfull, of Bedford-row 
and Winchester, and he was born in 1823. He was admi 
a solicitor in 1846, and had ever since practised in the ej 
of Winchester, having been during the first few years of his 
professional career in partnership with his father. He was 
appointed clerk to the Winchester Board of Guardians in 
1856, and held that office until his death, and he was algo 
superintendent registrar for the district, clerk tothe Winchester 
Highway Board, and to the Asseesment Committee, Schoo] 
Attendance Committee, and the Rural Sanitary Authority, 
Mr. Faithfull was for a few years a member of the Winches. 
ter Town Council (as a representative of St. Maurice's 
Ward), and he was a very active supporter of all the 
charitable and other institutions of the city, being auditor 
of the Winchester Savings’ Bank and president of the 
Mechanics’ Institute. He was a man of literary tastes, and 
had published two volumes of poetry, the profits arising from 
the sale of which he had presented to the funds of the 
County Infirmary. 


Seemed 


MR. WILLIAM WATSON. 


Mr. William Watson, solicitor, of Hull and Hedon, died 
at his residence, Holyrood-house, Hedon, on the 25th ult, 
On the previous Monday, while engaged in business at his 
office at Hull, he was seized with a paralytic stroke, from 
the effects of which he never rallied. The deceased wag 
born in 1823, and was admitted a solicitor in 1850, and 
had ever since practised at Hedon, having recently had 
another office at Hull, For several years he had been in 
partnership with his son, Mr. James Watson, who was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1869. He held several important 
offices, being steward of the Seignory of Holderness, and 
clerk to the Thorngumbald Drainage Commissioners, to 
the Hedon Haven Commissioners, avd to the Hull and 
Hedon and other Turnpike Trusts. He had also been for 
several years a member of the Hedon Town Council. Mr. 
Watson was buried in Hedon Churchyard on the 29:h ult, 
the funeral being attended by the mayor and most of the 
members of the corporation. 


MR. JOHN GRAHAM. 


Mr. John Graham, solicitor (late of New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn), died at his residence, The Elms,‘ Hast- 
bourne, on the 20th ault., in his eighty-fifth year. Mr. 
Graham was the second son of Mr, Thomas Graham, of 
Edmond Castle, Cumberland. He was admitted a solicitor 
in 1819, and practised for several years at 6, New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inp, in partnership with Messrs. William Dom- 
ville & George Kinderley. His business was a large and 
extensive one, his firm being solicitors to the Legal and 
General Life Insurance Company. He retired from prac- 
tice about forty years ago, and was soon afterwards placed 
in the commission of the peace for Sussex, of which 
county he was also a deputy-lieutenant. He was an 
active magistrate for the district, and was highly esteemed 
by all classes at Eastbourne. He was married to 4 
daughter of Mr. Edward Jeremiah Carteis, formerly M.P. 
for Sussex, and he leaves children, one of whom Mr. 
Charles Graham, who was admitted a solicitor in 1852, is 
a member of his father’s former firm. 


MR. CHURCHILL ROMNEY. 


Mr. Churchill Romney, solicitor, of ‘Tewkesbury and 
Upton-on-Severn, died at his residence at the former place 
on the 29th ult. His health had long been delicate, and 
about a fortnight ago he caught a cold, followed by 
diptheria, which roved rapidly fatal. Mr. Romney was the 
son of the Rev. oi H. Romney, rector of Ashchurch, and 
was born in 1839. He was admitted a solicitor in 1860, 
having served his articles with Messrs. Lewis & Moore, of 
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‘Tewkesbury. He soon afterwards joined the firm, and was at 
the time of his death associated with Mr. Charles William 
‘Moor, the coroner for Tewkesbury and clerk to the County 

istrates, and with Mr. Frederick Moore. His firm are 
also jpint clerks to the Tewkesbury Burial Board, and joint 
gecretaries to the Tewkesbury Charity Trustees. Mr. Rom- 

was a Conservative, and had rendered valuable aid to 
his pety in many borough and county contests. He was 
highly respected by all classes at Tewkesbury, and his pre- 
qatur death bas caused universal regret. 








Appotutntrents, Ete. 


Mr. Cuantes Epwarp ArvnDEL, solicitor, of Leeds, has 
heen sppointed a pg oe Commissioner for taking the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the 
West Riding of Yorkshire. 


Mr. Evsrace Barua, solicitor, of Bridgewater, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Somersetshire for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr, Joun Bonn, solicitor, of Fleetwood, Poulton, and 
Preston, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women 
for the County Palatine of Lancaster. 


Mr. FreDERICK GREGSON, solicitor, of Bampton, Oxford- 
shire, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court. 


Mr. Joun Harnss, solicitor, of 16, Great Marlborough- 
atreet, W., and 1, Rochester-terrace, N.W., has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court. 


Mr. James EspA1Le VENNING, solicitor, of 9, Tokenhouse- 

ard, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner of the 
Rome Court of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope, to 
examine witnesses aud to take affidavits in all cases and suits 
depending in that court. 


Mr. Pattie Henry Fowett Warts, solicitor, of 6, South- 
square, Gray’s-inn, and 1, Montague-road, West Hackney, 
has been appointed a Commissioner in England for taking 
Affidavits and Acknowledgments in the Supreme Court of 
the Colony of New Zealand. 





THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS. 


THERE has been a good deal of correspondence this week on 
this subject. ‘‘ Lex” writes :—There can be no doubt that 
there is a vast amount of delay in the administration of the 
law at the present time ; but I, for one, beg to differ with 
“A Chancery Lawyer” as to the remedy being the appoint- 
ment of extra officials as I do for the call for the appointment 
of more judges. I think we have quite enough, and that the 
temedy lies entirely in their own hands, 

I believe that if the taxing masters of the Chancery 
Division adopted similar regulations to the masters of the 
Gommon Law Division, such delay as “ A Chancery Lawyer ” 
speaks of would never occur. The chancery taxing masters 
have only to tax bills of costs, while the common law 


* Masters have to attend court, attend chambers, and take 


references, With all this, however, we can give an ap- 
pointment ourselves to tax any ordinary bill on any day for 
the next. We add up our own bills, the solicitors themselves 
or their clerks checking the items one against the other, 
and take an allocatur at once. Whereas in chancery we 
must get a taxing master appointed to the particular action ; 
We must leave our bill and papers, and serve a warrant ; we 
must then get another warrant or appointment to tax, 
returnable goodness knows when. In the meantime the bill 
taxed by the principal clerk ; then it has to be 

taxed again by the master ; the queries must be settled after 
by the | er ay clerk again ; then the bill has to be left to be 
‘checked, and a formal certificate of the amount drawn, en- 
ened, stamped, and filed. When this occurs to every 
ill, no matter how small, no wonder a heavy bill 

of costs requires three months before the taxing master 


“Can sven look at it. 


There are already seven chancery taxing masters, assisted 
dy a principal and second clerk each, while we have only 











fifteen common law masters to do treble work; and, although 
I think there is room for considerable improvement in the 
way the law is administered in judges’ chambers, there is 
certainly a great endeavour on their partto get through with 
it, which we do not find in the Chancery Division. 

“X” writes :—The grievance referred te has become such 
a serious one that something will have to be done by way of 
remedy, or solicitors who are not possessed of a very large 
capital will be compelled to decline chancery business. 
Cases of hardship might be stated ad nauseam. I will 
confine myself to one which has recently occurred to me. 

I obtained an order to tax a bill of costs of a little over 
£600 on the 2nd of July last. Nearly seven months have 
passed and the taxation is not completed. When it will be 
is still a matter of speculation. A common law master 
would bave taxed this bill (at the very latest) within a 
month. 

I know the work of the chancery masters has increased 
immensely of late years; that at the present time they 
have more work than they can possibly get through within 
anything like reasonable time from the delivery of the 
papers ; but why is the evil not remedied? If the office 
of taxing master is such a much-coveted one that Ministers 
are afraid of offending by new appointments, as suggested 
by one of your correspondents, why should not ‘‘ assistant 
taxing masters,” at a salary say of one-half or two- 
thirds that of the present masters, be appointed? There 
are plenty of solicitors of long standing and experience who 
would gladly accept such appointments, though their in- 
comes would be reduced by doing so, for the sake of the 
freedom from anxiety (if for nothing else) which a litigious 
practice, in present circumstances, eutails. 

Mr. James Rawlinson writes :—If solicitors and suitors 
will but study the judicial statistics published every year 
by the Queen’s printers they will find that the taxing 
masters and their clerks do an enormous ameunt of work in 
the course of the legal year. The fees earned by them in 
the year 1870-1 amounted to £28,849; 1871-2, £32,000; 
1872-38, £28,807; 1873-4, £31,698; 1874-5, £30,954 ; 
1875-6, £26,544; 1876-7, £30,780 18s. 6d. 

In a letter of mine, which was inserted in the Zimes of 
the 19th of January, 1870, I showed the work done and the 
fees earned by each of the masters in 1876; in another 
letter, which appeared in the Zimes of the 13th of Novem- 
ber, 1878, I showed the work done and the fees earned by 
each of the masters in 1877. These figures really prove that 
there is an anoual profit to the country earned by the chan- 
cery taxing masters of over £10,000. 

The appointment of another master and staff is absolutely 
needed ; and the appointment, so far from being a burden 
to the country, would, by the fees taken—now annually 
lost—add to the great annual profit to which I have referred. 
Suitors, therefore, suffer unnecessarily, and the country 
loses the surplus fees which an additional master, if vigorous 
and earnest, could easily earn. 

“A Chancery Lawyer” replies :--Those who compare 
the common law mode of taxation with that of chancery 
lose sight of the important distinction that common law 
matters are “contentious,” and that the master virtually 
leaves the taxation in the hands of the opposing solicitor, 
acting as a sort of referee, and dashing through the bill at a 
pace which entirely preveats close investigation. Under this 
system, if the solicitors do not tax tue bill themselves and 
call the master’s attention to the items, their clients suffer. 
Instance the case where, in an action for damages against a 
railway company, the brief, as allowed by the common law 
taxing master, consisted of a chapter of ‘‘ Byles on Bills.” 

Now, in chancery the great bulk of the work is not “ con- 
tentious.” The same solicitors often appear for all parties; 

there is no opposition, no one to look into the charges except 
the taxing master, who has to make all the minute investiga- 
tion which the common law master can so well hand over to 
his solicitors. 

Long habit of being particular has rendered the chancery 
taxing master so precise and exacting that it is a common 
sayiog that he requires a voucher for a cab fare. This joke 
shows, however, how far the vouching system is carried. 

I have no hesitation in asserting that it is a fatal mistake 
to give a large staff of clerks to any official. Each mem- 
ber of the staff will naturally create work for himself. 
The well-known mode in which the Irish officials in their 
courts do this isan example. It is, however, quite true 
that the taxing masters (with one brilliant excention) 
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might show a little more ¢é/an, and in “ contentious ” cases 
they could well take a leaf ont of the common law 
masters’ book ; but even then the work would ‘be too much 
for them. . 

The idea of your correspondent “ X.” to appoint assist- 
ant-masters is an excellent one. It is better fora depart- 
ment that there should be a prospect of promotion, and 
good men—and this berth especially requires quick, active, 
and able men—could be found who wonld be satisfied with 
a salary of £1,000 and the prospect of beconting masters. 
This would aot entail any large outlay, and Earl Cairns 
would be earning the gratitude of the profession and 
suitors by making judicious selections and the appoint. 
ments without delay. 





= 


Regal pews. 


The Master of the Temple has left London for change of 
air, after his late protracted illness. It is expected, 
however, that he will be able to resume his place in the 
Temple Church on the 28rd iust., the last Sunday io 
February. 


Tn a test case brought before him, on the 31st ult., Mr. 
Raffles, the Liverpool stipendiary magistrate, decided that 
a breach of the new Weights and Measures Act had been 
committed by Mr. Richard Sutton, farmer, of Altcar, in 
selling potatoes by the bushel of 90ibs, A nominal fine of 
one shilling and costs was imposed, and the magistrate 
offered to grant a case for the superior court. 


A writ of elegit was heard before the Under-Sheriff of 
Oxfordshire (Mr. T. M. Davenport) on Tuesday, under. an 
action in which Mr. Alfred Terry, late contractor of the 
line, had recovered a judgment against the Banbury and 
Cheltenham Railway Company for £5,225; and evidence 
being produced that the company were without rolling 
stock, but were possessed of fifteen miles of land in the 
county in course of construction for their line, the jury 
delivered tte lands in execution to the plaintiff. 


On Wednesiay a meeting of magistrates was held at 
Preston to consider the advisability of having a stipendiary 
chairman of quarter sessions. Foi five years Mr. Higgins, 
Q.C., bad filled the post gratuitously, and before him Mr. 
Addison for fifty years. The former, owing to professional 
engagements, is now compelled to relinquish the post, and 
the magistra’es almost unanimously decided that his services 
should be retained at a fixed salary, and that a clause 
asking for power to appoint and pay a chairman of the court 
should be inserted in a Bill now being promoted in Parlia- 
ment for county purposes. 


At the Cornwall Winter Assizes at Bodmin there was not 
a single cause entered on the civil side, and only three 
criminal causes. The whole proceedings lasted less than 
three hours, and Mr. Justice Mellor commented strongly on 
the ill-success of the costly experiment of a winter assize, 
which took judges away from London while arrears of busi- 
ness were accumulating there, At Cambridge on the civil 
side there was only an ioterpleader case, which did not 
oceupy Lord Justice Cotton more than an hour or so, and 
Mr. Justice Hawkins disposed of all the criminal business by 
seven o'clock at night. The grand jury made a presentment 
that, in their opinion, the new system of having four assizes, 
at least as far as this district is concerned, is entirely uncailed 
for. The extra assizes entail great cost and inconvenience 
to all classes of jurors, and others concerned in the aiminis- 
tration of the law. They therefore suggest that there should 
be a return to the old system of two regular assizes, the time 
for holding them being Jeft an open question, supplemented 
when necessary by a winter assize for one or more counties, 
as of late years. His lordsbip promised to forward the pre- 
sentment to the proper quarter, and to supplement it by the 
result of bis own experience at the autumn and present 
assizes, which was quite in accord with the recommendation 
of the grand jury. 

Sir Arthur Hobhouse, 0.C., the arbitrator under the 
Epping Forest Arbitration Act of last year, delivered his 
judgment on Toesday in Mills's case. This, the firet case 
decided by the arbitrator, was a claim for compensation 
by Mr. Peter Mills in respect of certain alleged rights to 
feru and wood within the manor of Sewardstone. The en- 








joyment of these rights is inconsistent with the mod in 
which it is intended 'to keep the forest for the evjoymeng, 
of the public, and last year’s Act accordingly directs thy 
‘conservators to buy up the rights. The question before 
the arbitrator was as to what sum Mr. Mills was entitleg: 
toclaim. Mr. Mills originally valaed his right to wood at 
163. a year per acre, and to fern at 4s., and he clai 
thirty years’ purchase on the ground that the sale wag. 
‘compulsory. The whole snm thus claimed on his fourteen, 
and a half acres was £427 10s. At the hearing the profits 
of a trade in faggots were put forward, and the claim wag, 
advanced to £513, the yearly value of an acre 
estimated at 24s. Subsequently the rental of 20s, a year 
was put forward and a twenty-five years’ purchase, ang 
by a claim for growing crops and for average profits 
the sum was brought up to £525. The sum ulti 
offered by the conservators was £229 3s. 7d. The arbitra. 
tor said that he found that Mr. Miils had proved his right to 
a free use of the loppings of the trees on his assignments, 
With regard to the value, the arbitrator said he should esti-. 
mate it at a rental of between 12s. and 13s. per acre, and he 
should allow an addition of about twenty-five per cent. for 
profit, thus making 16s. per acre ; and he should take the 
property as worth twenty-five years’ purchase. He tho 
that something more than ten per cent. should be allowed 
in consequence of the compulsory nature of the sale. Bat 
he should class together the questions of compulsory sale, 
growing crops, interests, &c., and allow thirty years’ pur- 
chase. The result is that Mr. Mills gets thirty years’ por. 
chase of his land at the yearly value of 16s. an acre. This, 
amounts to £24 an acre, or £342. Before getting his money 
Mr. Mills will have to prove his title to the assignments. 
Inasmuch as Mr. Mills substantiated the greater part of bis 
claim, and his case was treated as having a general bearing, 
he was allowed his costs. 


Zaw StuBent’s Sourmal. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Names of gentlemen who passed the Final Examination 
in January, 1879, 
Abberley, B. S. 
Antill, A. L. 
Armstrong, W. H., Jun. 
Atkinson, F, W. 
Auty, H. 

Aylward, R. 

Ball, R. J. 
Bamford, H. 
Barber, H. 

Barker, F. A. 
Barlow, E. H. 

Bell, G. F. 

Bendall, T. P. 
Boddington, J. 
Boydell, W. T., Jun. 
Bradley, Isaac 
Brewer, J. J. 
3rown, J. B. 
Brown, J. H., Jun. 
Bryant, O. 
Buchanan, J. G. 
Buckby, R. H. 
Burnaby, W. A., B.A. 
Barton, R. 

Burton, E. F. 
Cavell, F. BE. A. 
Chalmers, D. H, J. 
Charrington, A. F’., B.A, 
Christison, R. H, 
Clark, G, A. 

Clark, W, T. 

Clay, Geo. 
Cleobury, C. 
Cockrane, G. E. 
Cooper, J. T. 

Dale, B. 

Davies, E. H. 
Davies, H, O. 
Davis, G. H. 





Dear, T. O. 

Dixon, H. 
Douglas, A. 
Doulton, A. P. 
Dreaper, W. J.R. 
Drew, J. G., B.A. 
Duncan, A. S. D., B.A. 
Dankerton, W. 
Eadson, N. 
Edwards, R. D. 
Evans, M. 

Game, W. H., B.A. 
Gaze, W. 

Glenister, W. J. 
Godfrey, G. 
Gooden, Jas. 
Goodger, C. W. S. 
Guy, C. J. 
Harfield, B. 

Hart, E. H. 
Hastings, W. H. 
Helder, L, T. 
Hildyard, G. G., B.A. 
Hill, J. 

Hodgson, J. 
Holyoak, KE. J. 
Howard, C. 
Howe, W. C. 
Hughes, F. W. 
Hoghes, R. T. 
Hyde, M. 

iuman, C. W. 
Isaac, J. N 
Jackson, R. J. 
Jeff, Hi. O. 
Jeffery, L. 
Jenkins, M. A. 
Jennings, ©. F. J. 
Johnson, W. B, 
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Jones, F. H. 
Jones, J. R. H., B.A. 
Kemm, J. H. 
Kirkman, L. 

Lake, W. J. 

Layton, C. T. 

Lee, A. C. 

Leggatt, Pp. H. W. 
Lewis, A. C., B.A. 
Logan, F. 

Lott, T. 

ay F. J. 
Marshall, J. G. 

Miller, A. A. 
Millington, F. G. 
Mitchell, W.'T. 


dete 


Nicholas, W. J. 
Nurse, 7 W. 
Ogden, B. A. 
Okell, G. E. 
Oldfield, G. W., M.A. 
Parker, C. E. N. 
Parker, H. B. J. 
Pilgrim, S. H. 
Plummer, C. 
Podmore, A. C. 
Preston, S. R. 
Prideaux, H. M. 
Raper, J. 
Rawlings, C. E. 
Read, R. A., Jun, 


Richardson, H. H. 
Rickards, A. B. 


* Robinson, P. C. 


Roche, St. John 
Rowland, J. W. 
Randle, H. L. 
Rycroft, G. H. 
Salmon, C. H. 
Samuels, J. 
Sandom, H. M. 
Scale, G. F. 
Seaborne, H. 
Sephton, Jno. 
Shaw, P. H. 
Simpson, J. H. 
Smallman, H. G. 
Smitb, Jas., Jun. 
Smith, Jno. W. 
Smith, Thos. W. 
Stamford, A. H. 
Stokes, A. P. 
Storey, J. 
Storey, T. E. 
Stubbs, A. 
Taylor, A. 
Taylor, C.J. 
Trevor, E. 
Tyler, T. G. 
Tyson, Jno. 
Wade, H. B., L.L.D 


Watkins, W. B., B.A. 


Watson, J. T. 
Weatherhead, B. J. 
Weston, C. 
Wilson, 8. 
Windybank, H. 
Wood, J. L. 
Woosnam, M. 
Wyles, E. H. 


Young, G. H. 





Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

Court oF MastgrorTas y 

Date. APPEAL. Rotts, V 

Monday, Feb. 10Mr. Milne Mr. Farrer 

Tuesday ...... 11 Merivale King Clowes 
Wednesday.... 12 = Milns Farrer Koe 

Thursday .... 13 Merivals * King Clowes 
Friday........ 14 Milne Farrer Koe 

Saturday...... 15  Merivale King Clowes 


V.C. Bacon. V.C.Haw, =r. Justice 


RY. 
10Mr. Holdship Mr. Latham Mr. Pemberton 
Teesdale Leach Ward 
Holdship Latham Pemberton 
‘Teesdale Leach Ward 
Holdsbip Latham Pemberton 
Teesdale Leach Ward 


.C. Manrns, 
Mr. Koe 


Monday, Feb. 
Tuesday ...... 1 
Wednesday.... 12 
Thursday .... 13 
Friday........ 14 
Saturday...... 15 


MIDDLESEX. 
Hitary Sirrina, 1879. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 226.) 
Ex $86 Fontenay (J J Peddeli) v Barrington and ors (Farrer and F) 
QB 337 Goulton (J A Redhead) vy Richardson and wife (J M 


Maddox) 

Ex 338 Taylor (i Deakin) v Taylor, Clark and Co (J B Turner; 
Renshaw & Co) 8 

Ex 339 Heap (C Mossop) v Hoare (Ellis, Mand Co) SJ 

Rx 340 Meller (G M Gooke) v Wood and Son (F Clift) 

Ex 341 Hancock (G Johnson) v Guerin (Crook and $), commission 


QB 342 Shaw & Co (Layton, Son & L) v Ashton (Wild, B & B) 
Ex 343 Brown (A W Sadgrove) v Wee oe (Evans and E) 


QB 344 Rylands and Sons limited (J 
Bell, B and G) 
CP 34 Price, Waterhouso and Co (Ashurst, M and Co) y Tho 
Cambrian Railway Co (Milne, Rand M) = 8J 
Ex 346 Bolaffi (Learoyd, L'and P) vy Whellock (J Burton) 
a: 347 Harverson (May, Sykes and B) v Tulley (Scard and Son) 
B 348 Stecle (H H Hughes) v Carpenter (Parker and B) 


Nicholls) v R P Jones and Co 





C P 349 Tyrer (T P Wymond) v Russel (T C Russel) 

Q B 350 Appleton (Lumley and L) v Diaz (Murray, H and Co) 

CP 351 Stanford (Bailey, S and G) v Law (PurkisandP) SJ 

Q B 352 Taylor (Hurford and T) v Batten (Waltons, B and W), com- 


mission 
QB 353 Blewitt (Surridge and Co) v North Metropolitan Tram Co 
(H C Godfray) SJ 
Ex 354 Gwyer (Brown, Kidder and Son) v Stewart (P G Rashleigh) 
Q B 355 Brown and anr (G H Finch) v Haydon (M Shephard) 
C P 356 Spencer (G D Morgan and Co) v Campbell (M Scott and B) 
Ex 357 Hickmott and anr (Stones, M and 8) vy Hunter (W W Young, 
AL Ratcliffe), without jury 
CP 358 Kenny (E C Seaman) v Crump and ors (J A Parry) 
C P 359 Rough (Nickinson, P and N) v Stewart (M Scott and B) 
C P 360 Davies and anr (Same) v Groves (Blake & W) 
Ex 361 Johnston (Thomson, Son and B) v Barney (G@ B Wheeler) 
Chy 362 Prior (R H Harris) v Eden (J Andrews) 
Q B 363 Siggers (Hicklin and W) vy Channing (Randall and A) 
364 penn 7 (Pritchard and Sons) v Pittman and ors (Berkley 
andC) § 
365 Lay (C E Mortimer) v Burrows (Clennell and F) 
366 wn trustee, &c (G H Finch) v Saunders (Johnson 
anc 
367 Same (Same) v Lucas (Same) 
368 Rawson (W H Roberts) v Hayne (Eardley, H and R) 
369 Wilkins (R H Wilkins) v Hay (M Pearce) 
370 Needham (Green and P) v Lang (Crook and 8) 
371 Everest and anr (Hogan and H) v The Midland Ry Co 
(Beale, M, B and Co) 
372 Gray (G Hancock) v Slater (C J Holmes), without jury 
373 Hale (T J Pullen) v Wolforth (E F Seaby) 
374 Lismore (J Tucker) v Searle (Langley and G) 
Q B 375 Ward and anr (Lane and Andrews) v Buffen (Treherne & W) 
Q B 376 Gould (Alsop and Co) v Platt and Co (Clarke, W and Co) 
Q B 377 Wilson (N L Pocock) v Wheeler and anr (Boyce and R) 
Q B 378 Robinson, Fleming ard Co (Druce, Sons and J) v Hawkes 
(Street, Son &C) SJ 
QB 379 The Merchant and Traders Discount Colimd (C B Hallward) 
v Craddock (M Bradford) 
C P 380 Hawgood and anr (Low and G) v Beck and Co and anr 
J M Green) 
C P 381 Same (Same) v Same (Same), 2nd action 
Q B 382 Willson (Layton, Son and L) vy Newman (Routh, SandC) SJ 
Ex 383 Stent (W Eley) v Robinson (in person) 
Q B 384 Powell (G T Powell) v Ingersent (C B Hallward) 
CP 385 Adams (W Jarvis and T) v Hutchings and anr (H § Russell) 
Ex 386 De Vine (C F Yorke) v Vazey and anr (Wilkins, B and Co) 
387 Haghe (Lake and Co) v Crosse (J and E Scott) 
388 Hahn (A G Ditton) v Breffitt (J R Tindale) 
389 Hardy and wife (U Bassett) v Bruce (H J and T Child) 
390 Hogben (A R Steele) v Terry (Doyle and Sons) 
391 St James’s Bank, limd (Vallance & V) v Crowe (W R Philp) 
392 Mathews (Spyer and Son) v Collien (Webb and Son) 
393 Chapman (Jackson and Wright) v Wood (M Rodwell) 
Anderson, Abbott and Co (Nash and F) v Mitchell (E Moss) 
Burden (W H B Pain) v Harris (G J Nutt and Co) 
Wooder (Marson ‘and D) v Ball (Flavell and B) 

(Aldridge, Thorn and M) v Wilson (Field, R & Co) SJ 
Walter (Peckham, M and P) v Jeffries (W R Preston) 
Masters (J McLachlan) v Wall (J Curtis) 

Dubois (G Johnson) v The Pagham Harbour Reclamation 
Co (Wilkins, Band F) SJ 
Linklater and ors (Young, Jones and Co) v Hodgson and 
ors (H Philbrick) 8J 
Archer and anr (W T Ricketts) v Hancock (E Lee) 
403 Grieve (H C Barker) v Bunting (C A Swaine) 
404 Waterer (Trinder and Curtis-Hayward) v London and 
County Banking Co (J C Button and Co) 
{05 Croxon (S T Cooper) v Reynolds (G Thatcher) 
406 Austin, exor, &c (O B Wooller) v Boulton (Blake and H) 
407 Robertson (Bartlett and G) v Viney (Crouch and 5) 
408 Burton (‘T W Buckler) v Michael (W H Smith) 
409 Bobbit (A E Francis) v Buckland (W Justice) 
#10 Stonhill (Wild, Barber and B) v Trounce (S Price) 
411 Howard (Batty and W) v Shephard (in person) 
$12 Collette and anr (in person) v Blews (J and F Needham) 
413 Hambro (Batty and W) v Knight and Mansfield (J N Mason) 
SJ 
414 Brooke (A O Underwood) v Fortesque (Harper, Broad and B) 
415 Small (J Hill) v Phillips (@ H Finch) 
416 Ibbotson (Parkerand B) v Shippey and anr (Johnson and W) 
417 Lewis (Combe and W) v Harris (Young and T) 
3 418 Brown and ors (in person) v Whitehouse (Poole and H) 
419 Sheriff and anr (W Rutter) v Artus (8 Toppin) 
420 Flood (A Haynes and Son) v Sawyer (T H bbartiett) 
#21 Buckingham (Paterson, Son and B) v Acres (G Reader) 
422 Ashby and Co (S D Ashby) Daws and ors (Paterson and Co) 
423 Cole (J and H Musketts Yetts) v The North Metropolitan 
Tramways Co (H C Godfray) 
24 Henderson (C Dudley) v Middleton (Rogerson and F) 
25 Harris and anr (R W Marsland) v Sewell (Jones and $) 
426 Crawcour (Dixon, Ward and Co) v Gould (H H Hughes) . 
427 Grandidge (Jones, Blaxland and Son) v Hirst and Co 
(Emmet and Son) 
428 Muddiman (Lovell Keays) v Luddicke (F'T Dubois) 
429 Gritten (W Stollard) v Clemence (J Andrews) : 
{30 Curtis and anr (Ingle, C and H) v Haslewood (Singleton 
and T) 
431 Ashe (W H Sturt) v Bagenal and ors (W Rawlins ; J Water- 
house ; in person) 
432 Wridgway (Dawson and Co) v Baum (GM Cooke) : 
433 West London Imperial Permanent Benefit Building Society 
(J A'S Mathews) v Baker (Tillyard and G) 
434 McGregor (W Eley) v Tinker and anr (Rollit and Son) 
435 British Mutual Investment Co, Id (Barnard and Co) v Gray 

(W Morley) 

436 Rowley (J Andrews) v Great Eastern Ry Co (C A Curwood) 
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C P 437 Konigs and Co(H W Chatterton)v Ogden and Co(W R Philp) 


Chy 438 Ruston and ors (Swann and Co) v Tobin (W Webb) SJ 

Ex 439 Holderresse (Dod and L) v Holland (Sandom, K and K) 

Ex 440 Dell (F Eastwood) v Royal Aquarium and Summer and 
Winter Garden Society ld (Richardson and S) 

QB 441 Henty ~y Sons (Ravenscroft, H and W) v Westwood (W 

wlins 

C P 412 Murray and wife (Beard and Sons) v Great Northern Ry 
Co (Nelson, Band Co) SJ 

CP 443 Turner (Lewis and Sons) v Cooper (T Sampson) 

© P 44 Burnside (Linklater and Co) v Denison (Paterson, Snow 
andB) SJ 

CP 445 Burra (G Cheeseman) v Andrews (A R Steele) 

QB 446 Deane (Lewis and Lewis) v Meredith (T Ellerton) 

Ex 447 Beaney (A R Steele) v Kennett (Guscotte and Co) 

Q B 448 Priest (W H Marshall) v Dethridge (Bicknell and H) 

Ex 449 Hodson and anr, trading, &c (Burton, Y and H) v Recve 
(Miller and Son), without jury 

Ex 450 Hodson, trading, &c (Same) v Same (Same), without jury 

Q B 451 Davies (J Burton) v Loose (Byrne and L) 

Ex 452 Brown, Marshall and Co (T R Apps) v Austin (Ellis and C) 

Ex 453 Villars (Same) v Maclachlan (W R Philp) 

Ex 454 Taylor and ors (R S Taylor and Sons) v Smith and anr 
(Brandons) 

CP 455 Cox (GC Lea) v Tottenham Local Board of Health (Heath 
and P) 

C P 456 Wakelin and wife (Woodbridge and Sons) v Bernasconi 
(Cooper and C) 

Ex 457 Maynard (J Tucker) v Newton (Lumley and L) 

C P 458 Howard (Lewis and Indermaur) v The North Metropolitan 
Tramway Co (H C Godfray) SJ 

CP 459 Collins (Same) v Fuller (J J Harlow) 

g B 460 King (Layton, Son & L) v Marks (W Rogers) 

x 461 Carter (Wilkins, B and T) v Carter (J H Lydall) 

Ex 462 Highton and aur (J C Button and Co) v Treherne and anr 
(in person) 

CP 463 The London, Brighton and South Coast Ry Co (Norton, Rose 
and Co) v Garrett and ors (H “gy 

QB 464 The Attorney-General (Hare and Fell) v Messageries Mari- 
times de France (Gellatly, Son and W) SJ 

QB 465 a - H Van Tromp) v Great Eastern Ry Co (C A Cur- 
wo 

CP 466 Gates and anr(Field, R and Co) v Sheppard(Hicklin and W) 

Ex 467 Roddam (J Perry) v Nicholls (Kisch and Co) 

Ex 468 Wyatt (J C Button and Co) v Chambers (T H Williams) 

Ex 469 Watling and ors (G B B Norman) v Baugh (G M Cooke) 

Q B 470 Barratt and wife (R H B Macmullen) v Jefferson and wife 
(A G Underwood) 

Ex 471 Montague (Joel Emanuel and Co) v Cooper (G M Cooke) 

Ex 472 Tough (S Chapman) v Walker (Lumley and L) 

6 P 473 Harris (W B Croft) v Reynolds (Peckham, M & P) 

474 Andreas (Boulton & Sons) v Meyer (Wild, B and B), without 


a jury 

475 Hedley (Noon and C) v Booth (S Price) 

476 Mogg (Same) v Heathcote (E Warriner) 

477 Marshall (Wright and L) v Chapman (E Parnell) 

478 Firmiuger (C Gammon) v Brown (Wright & L) 

479 Farrer (Greig & M) v Naylor (Hawks, W & 8) 

480 Shelton (Berry & B) v Martin (Tatham, O & N) 

481 Watson and wife (J M Green) v Base (W Hicks) 

482 Fairhead (W H Sturt) v Garrod (Miller & Son) 

483 Board of Management of the Kensington and Chelsea 
School District (Shepheard and Sons) v Hook and anr 
(Elwes and 8) 

QB 484 The Queen (Hare and Fell) v The Treasurer, &c, of the 

Borough of Maidenhead (C J Mander) 

C P 485 Cheney (Watson, Sons and R) v Somerfield (G A Colman) 

CP 486 Lait (T and H R Gill) v Byas (Stones, M and Co) 

CP 487 Jewell (Ellis, M and Co) v Tupaud (J G Joyce) 

Q B 488 Gibbons (J F Webster) v McManus (Hogan and H) 
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Ex 489 Warren (Nisbet, R and D) v Mills (J B Howard) 

Q B 490 Leith (Ramsden and A) v British Seamless Paper Box Co 
limited (Benham and T) SJ 

CP 491 Smith (J B May) v Titford (W T Ricketts) 

Ex 492 Williams (White, R and Co) v Fairbrother (S F Langham) 

Ex 493 Williams (Same) v Epps (Same) 

Ex 494 Charlton (G M Cooke) v Sawyer (Buchanan and R) 

Ex 495 Baylis (T H Neal) v Metropolitan Inner Circle Completion 
Ry Co (Newman, 8 and 

Ex 496 Upcott and ors, exors (Crowder, A and V) v Turner (Beard 
and Sons) 

QB 497 Parry (J Shiers) v Parry (Deane, C and Co) 

CP 498 Cave (J Edell) v Robson (R B H Fisher) 

C P 499 Hart, trading, &c (G F Gray) v Spicer, Marshall and Co 
(H © Godfray) 

Q B 500 The Commissioners of the Admiralty (Hare and F) vy Union 
Steam ete (Hollams, SonandC) SJ 

Ex 501 Reardon (J V Musgrave) v London and St Katherine Docks 
Co, limited (Hacon and T) 8J 

C P 602 Upson and wife (G H Finch) v The London Tramways Co, 
limited (H C Godfray) 

C P 503 Coleman (Campbell, R and Co) v Guigues (E D Lewis) 

CP 504 Locke and anr (J Funston) v Jennings (R G Chipperfield) 

CP WS Smith (WG Payne) vy London and North-Western Ry Uo 


perts) 

Ex 06 rt} trading, &c (Blake and §) v Beresford (Myers, M 
anc 

CP 507 Jerrard (Parson and WN Hamilton (J W Sykes) 

C P 603 The Warehousemen, &c, Building Society (C Sawbridge) 
v Nelson (A Leslie 

C P 509 Gibbons (R Thomas) v Pullbrook (in person) 

CP 510 McKenzie (R am oF v Arabin (Richards and Co) 

Bx 511 Connor (Dig and L) v Webb (Parker and Co) 

Ex 512 Notley (J C Matthews) v Kino (Terrell and H) 

Q B 513 Snowdon (Walker, M and W) v Taylor (J W Fens and Co) 

c P 514 Waterhouse (E Beall) v Croston (Pritchard, E and Co) 

x 516 Archer (T W Parkes) v Trounce (Fox and Co) 
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Ex 516 Lock Neg Sykes) v London and South-Western Ry Co (Me 
H Hal i 


Ex 517 Stevenson (R Furber) v Cochrane (J J Irving), without; 
Ex 518 Arlow (Stone, M and §) v Bartlett (J P Poncione ior my 
Q B 519 Woods and Co (J B Diarmid) v Akeroyd and Co (J W Sykes). 
Ex 520 Read (TR Apps) v Wood (Duignan and 8) 

C P 521 Bartlett (R W Stacpoole) v Boden and anr (J J Winser) 

Q B 522 Ford (C B Claydon) v Theobald (Lewis and L) 

C P 523 Bignell (Woodbridge and Son) v Horsley (Prior, B, Cand A) 
CP 524 Merriman (T H Merriman) v Rawlins (T J Hazeldine) 

Ex 525 Hewish (W F Neave) v Aitken (H Kimber and Co) 

Q B 526 Abell (M Scott and B) v Nicholas (Lewis and L) 

QB 527 Smith (J Neal) v Herzog (Underwood and Sons) 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK, 
February 13.—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore, at the Mart, at} 
for 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Estates (see advertise. 
ment, this week, p. 6). 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
Febraary 6, 1879. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 96} Annuitias, April, 85, 9} 
Ditto for Account, Mar. 3, 953 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Lo. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 963 Ex Bills, 21000, 24 per Ct.20 pm. 
New 3 per Cent., 963 Ditto, £500, Do, 20 pm. 
Do, 34 perCent., Jan. ’94 Ditto, 2100 & £2Cc, 20 pm. 
D>. 24 perCont., Jan. 94 Bank of England Stock, 257} 
Do 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ditte for Account. 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind.Stk.,5 per Cent.,July, 80,103 ; Enf.Pr.5§ per Cent., May, 81 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debertures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 788, 100% April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — o.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 77 | Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2ad Knf.Pr,, 5 per C.,Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 





RAILWAY STOCK. 








Railways. 















\Paid.| Closing Pries 

Stock | Bristol and Exeter | 100 | - 
Seoch|Gelabont 100 | 97 

Stock |Glasgow and South-Western .. ssvveneeee| 100 99 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .| 100 5b 
Stock|Great Northern ..e.sssscccecceessces sees 100 115 
Stock} D0., A Stock® ......ss0...scessecessserseceveeseeeeee| 100 116 
Stock|Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 129 









Stock|Great Western—Original..,.....0.esseeeee 
Stock |Lancashire and Yorkshire  .......000008 


Stock| London, Brighton, and South Coast.. 100 ” xall 
Stock| London, Chatham, and Dover,.......+.. 100 ‘a 
Stock|London and North-Western ., = ro 


Stock) London and South Western.......06.0008 
































Stock| Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ......s00+| 100 we * 
S:ock | Metropolitan 100 61 ’ 
Stock} Do., District slices 100 126 
B.ock|SMidlaNG....sesssseenne 100 89 
Stock |North British = 138 
Stock| North Eastern 100 162 
Stock| North London 100 60 
Stock| North Staffordshire sis....sssscsesevreesvecsssseeee| 100 70 
Stock|3outh Devon is 100 126 
Stock|South-Eastern 100 








* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
BAKkER.—Jan. 26, at South Hampstead, the wife of Sir Sherston 
Baker, Bart., of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a daugh- 


ter. 

Bompas—Feb, 2, at Abingdon House, Hampstead, the wife of 
Henry Mason Bompas, Q.C., of a daughter. 

KinkLeY—Feb. 1, at 5, Wellington-terrace, South Shields, the 
wife of James Kirkley, solicitor, of a daughter. 

MARGERISON.—Jan, 24, at Belmont, Ilkley, the wife of Wm. 
Margerison, solicitor, of a daughter. 

McComprz—Feb. 2, at 41, Carden-place, Aberdeen, the wife of 
Charles McCombie, Advocate in Aberdeen, of a ——. 

Twiss.—Jan. 22, at Beverley, Yorkshire, the wife of Edward C. 
Twiss, barrister-at-law, of a son. 


Wnricut.—Jan. 24, at 66, Cornwall-gardens, Queen’s-gate,. 


§.W. the wife of John Robert Wright, barrister-at-law, of 
son. 
MARRIAGES, 
Cooprr—Tartrmor—Jan. 7, at Byculla, Bombay: Charles 
Philip Cooper, barrister-at-law, Chief Presidency Magistrats, 
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to Beatrice Maude, daughter of Surgeon-Major W. P. Part- 
Bombay Army. 
ppice—DaLE.—Jan. 16, at Chiswick Church, Juhn William 
, of Lincoln’s-inn, to F. Marion J. Dale, daughter of 
the Vicar of Chiswick. 
DEATHS. 

CowLarD.—Jan. 17, at Tonbridge, Henry Cowlard, of Lincoln’s 
inn-fields, aged 60. ne 

Day—Jan. 31, at 5, Promenade-terrace, Cheltenham, William 
Day, of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 76. 

Haynes.—Jan. 26, at 4, Park villas, Shepherd’s-bush, Robert 
William Haynes, law publisher, of the firm of Stevens and 
Hayner, Bell yard, Temple Bar, aged 50. 

Jonzs—Jan. 31, at Barmouth, North Wales, John Langston- 
Jones, of Alcester, Warwickshire, solicitor. 

ManDER—Jan 31, at 25, Ratcliffe gardens, South Kensington, 
Henry Waterland Mander, of Lincoin’s-inn, barrister-at-law. 

QipHaM.—Jan. 14, at 19, Aylesbury road, Dublin, Henry Old- 
ham, solicitor, aged 65. 

PraskiTT-—Jan. 30, at Morton, near Gainsborough, William 
Plaskitt, solicitor, aged 68. 

WarTson.—Jan. 25, at Holyrood House, Hedon, William Wat- 
son, solicitor, Hull. 

WuitrorD—Feb. 4, at St. Columb, Cornwall, Thomas Whit- 
ford, solicitor, aged 85. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tuxspay, Feb 4, 1879. 
Day, Arthur James, Thomas Frederick Ivens, and James Amphlett 
Morton, Kidderminster, Solicitors. Jan 29 
Galmoye, Thomas Lawrence, and George Robert Pilgrim, Chancery lane 
Solicitors. Oct 31 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
LiMiTED tn CHANCERY. 
Fripay, Jan. 31, 1879. 


Advance Bank, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Feb 10 st '1, at his 

, chambers, as the time and place for the appointment of an otticial 
liquidator 

Blaenavon Iron and Stee) Company, Limite?.—V.C. Malins has, by an 
order dated Jan 17, appointed Edward Pritchard Martin and James 
John Wallis, 86, Cannon st, to be official liquidators. Creditcrs are 
required, on or before March 10, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts and claims to the above. Thursday, 
March 20 at 12,is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

Calow Colliery Company, Lim'ted.—Creditors are required, on or 
before March 15, to send their namesand addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Thomas Brooks, 15, Coleman st. 
Thursfay, March 27 at 3, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the said debts and claims 

Banking Company, Limited.—Petition for winding np, pre- 
sented Jan 30, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on Saturday, 
Feb 8. Sne!l and Greenip, George street, Mansion House, solicitors 
for the petitioner 

General Banking Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 28, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on Feb8, 
Brandon, Essex st, Strand, petitioner ia person 

Grafenberg Honse (Barnet) Hydropathic Establishment, Limited.— 
Petition for winding u», presented Jan 30, directed to be heard 
before M.R. on Feb 8. McDiarmid, Old Jewry chambers, solicitor 
for the petitioner 

Grimsby Abbey Walk Building Company, Limited. —Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Jan 30, directed to be heard before V.C, Bacon on 

eb8. Williamsoa and Co, Sherborne lane, agents for Stephenson 
and Mountain, Great Grimsby, solicitors for the petitioner 

Pembroke Dock Co-operative Shipbuilding Company, Limited.—The 
M.R. has, by an order dated Jan 7, appointed Mr, William Joseph 
Davies, Pembroke Dock, to be official liquidator. Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 27, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims tothe above. Thursday, 
March 13 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

Rhos Brick Company, Limited.—V.C. Malins has, by an order dated 
March 8, appointed Thomas John Wesley Bennett, 54, Moorgate st, 
to be official liquidator 

County PAaLarInE OF LANCASTER. 
Fripay, Jan, 31, 1879. 

Daisyfield Cotton Spinning and Manufacturing Company, Limited.— 
Petition for winding up, presented Jan 25, directed to be heard 
before the V.C, on Wednesday, Feb 19, at St George’s Hall, Liver- 
pool, Radcliffe, Blackburn, solicitor for the petitioners 

Lrurrep In OfANCERY. 
Tvespay, Feb 4, 1879. 

Central Van Lead Mining Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed 
Thursday, Feb 13 at 11 at his chambers as the time and place for the 
appointment of an official liquidator 

Indemnity Fire Office, Limited.—Petition for winding up presented 
Jan 31, directed to be heard before the M,R., on Feb 15, Raven and 

Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the peti 





Indemnity Fire and Income Insurance Office, Limited.—Petition for 
ple up resented Feb 3, directed to be heard before 
on i4, 


V.0. Hall, 
‘oster, Birchin lane, solicitor for the petitioners 








Indian Tea Agencv, Limited. —By an order made by the M.R., dated” 
Jan 25, it was ordered that the above agency ba wound up. Wood, 
Great James st, Bedford row, solicitor for the petitieners 

Ladnore Siemens Steel Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated Jan 24, it was ordered that the above company be 
wound up. Chambers, Moorgate st, solicitor for the petitioner 

Medium for Sales and Exchanges, Limited.—Petition for winding up 
presented Jan 31, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Feb 14. 
Tatham and Co, Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 

Newcastle-upon-Tyne Cab and Carriage Company, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up presented Jan 30, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Hall, on Feb i4. Williamson and Co, Sherborne lane, agents for 
Philipson, Newcastle-on-T yne, solicitor for the petitioner a 

Wrexham Brewery Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up pre- 
sented Feb 1, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Feb 15. Lume - 
ley and Luinley, Old Jewry chambers, solicitors for the petitioners 


Unimirep in CHANCERY. 
Tvespay, Feb. 4, 1879. 

Farcliffe Place Building Scciety.—By an order made by V.C. Hall 
dated Jan 24, it was ordered that tha above society be wound u;. 
S'ngleton and Tattershall, Great James st, agents for A'kinson,. 
Bradford, solicitor for the petitioner 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tugspay, Jan 28, 1879. 
Arbuthnot, Hon Charlotte Eliza, Woodford House, Northampton. Mar- 
Sackville v. Arbuthnot, V.C. Hall. Hemsley and Hemsley, 

Albany, Piccadilly 

Brand, Mary Christiana Louisa, Cumberland House, Shepherd’s Bush. 
Feb 25. Piper v. Kirby, M.R. Morris, Bedford row 

Fairfax, William Henry, Crooked lane, Brick Merchant. Marl. Davie 
v. Fairfax, V.C. Hall. Layton, Budge row 

Hutchins, Allen Gilbert, Biggleswad2, Bedford, Innkeeper. Feb 29. 
Maddams v. Hutchins, V.C. Hall. Mitzhel!, Bedfora 

Minton, William, Stourbridge. Feb 15. Perkins v. Osborn, V.C. 
Malins. Perry, Stourbridgs 

Nicholson, William, Peorith, Camberland, Farmer. Feb 20, Dobson 
v. Nicholson, V.C. Bacon. Fenwick, North Shields 

Richardson, William, Warwick. Cumberland. Gent. Feb 28, Richard- 
son v. Coulson, V.C. Hall. Brown, Carlisle 

Bobinson, John Philip, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Boot Dealer. Feb 25. 
Hickson v. Watson, M.R. Denison, Newcastle-on-T; ne 

Sykes, John, Bradford, Spindle Maker. Feb 21. Blakey v. Sykes, M.R. 
Jetfrey, Bradford : 

Tomiinson, Ann, Sunderland. Feb 23. 
V.C. Hall. Steel, Sunderland 

Wheeler, Susan, Gravesend. Feb 25. Wheeler v. Rischman, M.R. 
Wilkinson, Bermondsey, st, Southwark 


Fripay, Jan. 31, 1879. 

Bottington, Jo:eph Horwood, Clifton Down, Bristol. Nov 1. Canning 
v. Bettington, V.C. Hall. Gribble, Abchurch lane 

Doucet, Francois Eugene, Regent st, Hosier, Feb 28, Doucet v. 
Geoghezar, V.C. Malins. Geoghegan, Linco!n’s inn fisids 

Dowden, Frederick Warne, Droitwich, Worcester, Wine Merchant. 
Feb28. Dowden vy. Dowden, V.C. Bacon. Moss, Gracechurch st 

Jealous, Theoph ilus, Gedney Hill, Lincoln, Farmer. Feo 25. Yates 
y. Jealous, V.C. Hall. Jackson, Wisbeach 

Jones, Evan, Cardiff, Pilot. Mar 3. Jones v. Jones, V.C. Bacon. 
Stephens, Cardiff 

Knight, Edward, Stafford, M.D. Mar 1. Weston v. Knight, V.C. 
Bacon. Bowen, Stafford 

Tomlin, Daniel, Leigh, Essex, Sailmaker. Mar 10. Tomlin v. Crawley, 
V.C. Hatl. Wood, Rochford 


Tvurspay, Feb. 4, 1879, 

Ashton, Samvel, Vine st, Minories, Wine Merchant. Mar 7. Mac- 
donald v. Ashton, V.C. Malins. Harston, Throgmorton st 

Creasy, Sir Edward Shepherd, Moria House, Hampton Wick, Kant. 
Mar 3. Charsley v. Tamplin, M.R. Tayler, Fenchurch st 

Dennis, William, East Lutton, York, Farmer, Mar 3. Harding v. 
Dennis, V.C, yalins. Walker, York 

Sapea, John, Newha'l, Derby, Yeoman. Mar 1. Harvey v, Higgott, 
V.C. Hall. argyle, Tamworth 

Stenson, Wijliam Towndrow, Coleville, Leicester, Mining Engineer. 
Mar 10. Stenson v. Stensoa, V.C. Hall. Stoneham, Philpot lane 

Stewart, Charles John, Ealing, MD. Mar 10. Barklamb v. Stewart, 
V.c. . Williams, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

Walker, John, Sheffield, Draper, Mar 10. Tattershall v. Broklehurst, 
V.C, Halil, Drinkwater, Hyde 


Tomlinson v. Tomlin3on 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clam. 
Fripay, Jan 24, 1879. 
Alleock, George, Nottingham, Gent. March !. Maltby, Mansfield, 
Notts 
Ashcroft, William, sen, Liverpool, Gent. February 21. Walker 
aud Son, Wolverhampton : 
Blakesley, Harriet, Hinckley, Leicester, March 25. Turner ané 
Son, Leadenhall st ; bs , 
Bryant, Samuel, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Mar 13. Priest, 
Liverpoo! - 
Catt, George, Lindfield, Sussex, Esq. Marl. Hill and Co, Brighton 
Collier, Edwin, Kingsland rd, Middlesex. Feb 17. Phelps and Co, 


Gresham st 
Condyliffa, Elizabeth, Leek, Stafford, March 25. Challinor and Co. 
Leek 


Crump, Harriett, Bootle, Lancaster. Feb 28. Mather, Liverpol 
Cramp, John, Boocle, nr Liverpool, Clers in Boly Orders. Feb 23. 


Mather, Liverpoo: 
Guraey, John, Carlton rd, Maida Va'e, Gent. March 21. Layton and 


Co, Bu row 

gushow tawerd, Fradley, Stafford. March 23. Barnes and Russell, 
Lichfiel 

Heyes, John, Sutton, Lancaster, Wheelwright. March 3. Riley and 
Cook, St Helens 
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Honey, Mary Ann, Long lane, Bermondsey, Licensed Vicvualler. Feb 
24. Bennett, Gloucester rd. Camberwell 

Hopkins, Sarah, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Shopkeeper. March 1. 
Saun ders, Chipping Nortor 


Howell, Maryy. Peckham grove, Camberwell. March 21. Watkins, 
Camden avenue, Peckham rd 
Jewison, Thomas, Harum, York, Farmer. March 20. Thompson, 


York * 

Kelk, William, Castle-gate, Nottingham, Gent. March 8. Watson and 
Wadsworth, Nottingham 

Kynaston, Rev. Herbert, Alfred place, West, South Kensington. 
Feb 20, Oliver and Sons, Carey st, Lincolns-inn 


Lett, Elizabeth, Cheltenham. March 1. Wiltons and Riddiford, 
Gloucester 

‘Mepham, Joel, City Missionary, March 11, Fox. St Marys sq, 
Paddington 

Moreton, Margaret, Anderton, Chester. Feb 15. Fletcher, North- 
wich 


Muller, Frederick, Sotheby, Cariton rd, Maida Vale, Esq. Feb 25. 
Smith ard Son, Furnivals-inn 

Parkinson, Joseph, Wyberton West End, Lincoln, Farmer. April 1. 
Millington and Simpson, Boston 

Selby, James, Offord Castle, nr Sevenoaks, Gent. Feb 28, Clutton 
and Haines, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet st 

Sn3yd, Jane Robina, Eaton terrace, Eaton sq. March !. Wright, 
Lincoln’s-ir n-fields 

14, Shaw, 


Spilsbury, Francis Mosley, Willington. Derby. 
Derby 

Ward, Frederick OldGeld, Ditchling, Sussex, Esq. Feb 25. Tylee and 
Co, Essex st, Strand 

—o Maria, Bosley, Chester. 
field 

Wr'ght, John, Bishop Aucklani, Inakeeper. March 1. Trotter and 
Co, Bishog Auckland 

Yates, Richard, 8t Helens, Secretary to the Uni Plate Glass Co. 
Feb 15, Barrow and Couk, St Helens 


Aprit 


March 14, Hand, Maccles- 


t TuespAy, Jan. 28, 1879. 
Alexander, James Brace, Bryanston sq, Esq. March 10, Walker and Co, 
Theobald’s rd 


Bull, Thomas, Nottingham, Banker. March 31. Speed, Notting- 


am 
Binns, David, Lindley, York, Manufacturer. March1. Haigh, Hud- 
dersfield 
Booth, Mary Ann, King Edward’s rd, Hackney. March 7. Cheston 
and Sons, Gt Winchester st 
Oyen Mary Ann, Great Ouseburn, York. March 31. Walker, 
or 
Collett, Savah, King’s Cross rd,8t Pancras, Mirch 1. Edwards, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields 
Corbet, Henry, Walpole st, Chelsea, Esq. Feb 28. Brooks and Co, 
Godliman st, Doctor’s-commons 
Cromarty, James Pattison, South Ronaldshay, Orkney, Scotland, M.D. 
March 17. Hallett, Trafalgar sq 
De Pass, Michael, Norfolk sq, Paddington, Merchant. March 3. Crump 
and Son, Phi!pot lane 
Dommett, William, Chard, Somerset, Gent. March 25. 
yrke, Chard 
es Halstead, Essex. March 25. Harris and Morton, 
aistea 
Emson, Robert, Halstead, Essex, Farmer. March 25. Harris and 
Morton, Halstead 
Garrett, John Fisher, Elton, Derby, Clerkin Holy Orders, May 1. 
Tay'or, Bakewell 
Gentry, John Thomas, Netteswell, Essex, Gent. March 6. Clapham 
and Fitch, Bishopgate Wi:hout 
Harvey. Humphrey, South Tawton, Devcn, Yeoman. Marchi. Ful- 
ford, North Tawton 
Irvine, James, Belgrave st, Commercial rd Fast, Licensed Trinity 
Pitot. April i. Lewis and Watson, Gracechureb st 
— Thomas, Greenwich, Kent, Potter. Feb 28. Francis, Chancery 
ne 
Johnson, John, Buckingham st, Strand, Architect. March 8. Pickett 
and My<ton, King’s Bench Walk, Temole 
John, Jones, Kowsley, Derby, Cierk in Holy Orders. May 1. Taylor 
Pn ; 
ing, William, Hartland rd, Kentish Town, Undertaker. March 1. 
Langley and G.bbon, Gt James st, Bedford row ‘ 
_—— Edward, Barniey, Laveaster, Labourer, March 8. Haworth, 
burnley 


Line, John, Amersham, Backingham, Wheelwright. March |. Cheese. 
Amersham : 

Pee Se, West Teignmouth, Devon. March 31, Tozer, ‘Teign- 
mou 

Bate, James, San Antonio, Texas, U.S. of America, Esq. Feb 26. 

_ Collette and Collette, Lincoin’s-inn- fields 

Shurt, Rev Theodore, Leamington, Warwick. March 31. Stocken and 

s Jupp, Lime street +4 

Simonds, Philip, Kyneton, Victoria, Gert. April 20. Woe 

— Winchester ’ me . wtineiee 
imonds, William Simonds, Hermitage, Southampton t, ° 

: ae and Son, Winche:ter uit ere pe 
rivett, iiiam, Hirekley, Leicester, Hotel Proprietor. : 

cae Hinekl-y “a : anapoelenons 
hittaker, John, Newton Heath, nr Manchester, Gent. 2%. 
worth and fon, blackburn : ‘ saat 

aes Sarah Eliza, Beckley, Sussex. March 1. Maco, Tenters 


Wosttouse, John Thomas, Oversesl, Leicester, 
att a. wary po eo Ashby-de-la-Zoue 
right, Pyeriom Leigh, Hartford, Cherhire, Bolicitor. Fi . 
che pk oe wins y , Ch , eb 24, Wright 
PR A tei Furway, Jan, 31, 1879, 
cron, Matthew Lansdale, Barton South, Lancaster, Ketat 
March 1, Chapman and €, Mancherter 3 Maniacs 
Baniater, Praccds Henry, Sheeter’s Hill, Kent, Undertaker, March 25, 
¥ormheid, Queen Victou la ot 


Canning and 


aaah Engineer. 


et 
——=—— 
Timber Merchant, Mare g 
Esq. March 22, Ticchary, 


Bartlett, Christcpher, Croydon, Surrey, 

Rowland, Croydon 

Bentley, Robert John Hales, Cheltenham, 
and Sons, Cheltenham 

Blomfield, Rev. Sir Thomas Eardley Wilmot, Pontefract, York, Barene 
Clerk. March 17. Warry and Co, Linc ln’s-inn-fields t 

Baron de Conflaus, Gustave, Louis, Southampton. March 3, Hickman 
and Son, Southampton 

Curling, Rev William, Southwark Bridge rd. March 21. Wynne ang 
Co, Laurence Pountney-hill 

Cust, General the Hon, Sir Edward, Bart, Leasowe Castle, Chester, 
Feb 25. Birch and Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields : 

Davies. David, Llantrissant, Glamorgan, Railway Wagon Builder 
March 1. Hollier and Co, Pontypridd , 

Davis, William Leak, Wells st, Oxford st, Lamp Manufacturey 
March 17, Finch, Borough High st, Southwark 4 

East, Sir James Buller, Bourton House, Gloucester, Bart, April 1 
Bennett and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s-ina i 

Ellenger, Paterson, Newcastls-upon-Tyn2, Trunk Manufacturer 
April 1. Mather and Co, Newcastie-npon-Tyne c 

Floyd, James, Heabury, Gloucester, Accountant. March 25. Meade. 
King and Bigg, Bristol 

Hockiey, Jacob, Boston, Lincoln, Gent. March 6. Foster, Birchin. 


lane 

Howey, Elizabeth, Amersham, Hertford April7. Francis and Hoy 
Chesham : ’ 

Hunt, Eliza, Rosmey, Southampton. April 1, Smith, Andover 

Huntley, Rev James Webster, Thursby, Cumberland, Clerk. Mur 10, 
Saul, Carlisle 

Jones, William, Coalbrookdale, falop, Chaser. 
Broseley . 

Kay, Henry, Lower Brailes, Warwick, Tailor. Feb 28. Smith, Staple. 


March 25, Potts, 


iun 

Lamb, Uenry, Owlerton, nr Sheffield, Hsq. March 14. Ward and Co, 
Gray’s-inn-:q 

Leete, Sanders, Thrapston, Northampton, Farmer. March 18, Garrard, 
Kettering 

Lovell, William, Hook Norton, Oxford, Retired Farmer, March 1, 
Saunders, Chipping Norton 

Macklin, Catherine, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. June 24. Verrall, Brigh. 


ton 

Mason, James, Chioping Norton, Oxford, Retired Innkeeper. March |, 
Saunders, Chipping Norton 

Muller, Alexander, Liverpcol, Gent. March 31. McoGowen, Liver. 
pool 

Milner, Sarah Georgiana, Eaton sq. April l. Hunters and Co, News, 
Lincoln’s-inn 

Moore, Jchn Henry, Birkenhead, Chester, Tailor. 
and Co, Carter’s-lune, Doctors’-commons 

Naish, Thomas, Povle. Gent. Feb 28. 


», 


March 1. Clarksoa 

Aldridge and Aldridge, 

Ninnis, Paul, Margate, Kent, Gent. March 13, 
chester st 

Pettinger, Ann, Baxter rd, Islington. Feb 28. Blake and Weall, 
Surrey st, Strand 

Price, Edward Eastman, Ebury st, Pimlico, Baker. March 13. Lewin 
and Co, Southampton st, Strand 

Richardson, Edward, Sharp’s Wharf, Wapping. March 31, Wansey 
and Bowen, Moorgate st 

Robinson, John, James, Box Grove, nr Guildford, Esq. March 1. Sow. 
ton, Bedford-row 

Robson, Frances, Brompton sq. March 10, Garrard and Co, Suffulkist, 
Pall Mall, East 

Schomberg Juseph Trigge, Q.C., Seend, Wilts. March 3. Tylee and 
Co, Essex st, Strand 

Sleighthoim. George, Kirton-in-Lindsey, Lincoln, Farmer, March7. 
Howlett, Kirton-in-Lindscy 

Smith. Henry, Hatfield, Herss, Esq. Feb 25. Birch and Co, Lincola’s 
inn-fields 

Stephenson, William, Haxey, Lincoln, Engineer. March 7. Taylor 
and Newborn, Epworth 

Waller, William, Hatfieid, Hertford, Painter. March 25, Wadeand 
Elwell), Shefford 

Worete Sarah, Hartford, Chester, Fletcher, North- 
wich 

Wiison, Rosa, Waltham, St Lawrenco, Berke. April 30, Crowder and 

Co, Lincoin’s-inn- fields 


Warriner, Gt Win- 


Mareh 10. 


Tuespay, Feb 4, 1879, 

Akers, James Henry, Walham Cross, Herts, Gent, 

and Co, Uarter lane 

Armitage, Edward, Cheltenham, Esq. 

Ch leuham 

Batot, George Jolin, Southampton, Commander. 
Southampi on 

Baden, Andrew, Long 8s‘, Enford, Wilts, Gen’. 
aud Foote, Swindon 

Bicker, Join, Wanygford, Suffilk. March 15, 

worth 


March 1, Chapple 
March 28, Bubb ani Co, 
March 1. Lamport, 
March 10. Bradford 


Cro's and Ram, Hales- 


Boote, Joseph, Shefficld, Quarry Owner. March 25, Parker and 
Wraileford, Suetield 
Lracher, Mary Ann, Landport, Southampton. March 25, Edgecomb, 


and Co, Portsca 

Byron, Rev Jobn, Elmstone, Gloucester, March 20, 
Lincoln’s-inn-flelds 

Challenger, John, Voncaster, Butcher, July 15. Collinson and Co, 


Doncaster 3 
Dawson, Henry, Chiswick, Artist. Lewis and Co, 01d 


Wynne and Son, 


March 17, 
ewry 

Dearsley, William, Bristol, Schoolmaster. March 1, Barnard, Bri 
tol 


Donkin, Robert, Wyton, York, Warmer. April 5. Park, Hall _ 

Lkless, Robert, Woolston, Southampton, Oval Morchint, April 1. 
Coxwe'l and Co, Southampton 

Green, Vhomas, Comuridge rd, South Kilburn, Drapor, Mareh 1. 
bailey, Sloane st, Knightworidge r 

Gnest, John Thomas, Walsa'l, Stafford, Lronfoamlor, March 25. 

Outterell, Walaa 
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piiton, John, New Broad st, F.R.0.S. March 7. Leman.and Co, 


Lincoln’e-inn-fields 

Edward’ George, Portsea, Hants, Newspaper Proprietor. 
Mareh 1. Feltham, Portsea 
Jackson, Richard Nicholson, Ermington, Devon, Gent. March 22. 
gavery; Modbury 

m, Arnold, Nottingham, March 7. 
Richards avd Co, Nottingham 
Kay, Joseph, Carr Bank, Lancaster. March 3. Anderton, Bury 
Ia Charies, Badgomore, Oxtord, Esq. March 25, Wickings Smith, 


Lincoln’s inn fieids $ 
Loyd, Henry Jumes, Margate st, Cavendish sq, Physician. March 15. 


peHarve: Old Jewry 
Vien, Colchester; Essex. April2. Smythies and Co, Col- 


Lace Manufacturer, 


; William, Leeds. March 15. Midileton and Sons, Le eds 
Maxwell, Harriet, Portsea, Southampton. Mar 25. Edgcombe and Co, 


yorris, Ralph, St Helens, Lancaster, Tool Maker. Mar 22. Riley and 


Cook, St. Heiens 
w, Alexander Andrew, Warwick sq, Belgrave rd, Solicitor. 
Mar5, Oldershaw, King’s Arms yard 
Parker, Turner, Lytham, Laneaster, Gent, Feb 28. Sale and Co, 
r 


Pearce, William, Bolsover, of no occupation, Feb 23. Gratton and 
Marsden, Chestertield 
Preston, Mary, Worminghall, Buckmgham. April 26, 


Birch, Thame : 
Simmons, Thomas, Killigancon, Cornwall, Esq. Mir 8. Hodge and Co, 


Hollaway and 


saith, Edmund, Burton-on-Trent, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Mar 25. 
Cotterell, Walsall 

Sunleyy Augustus George, Bombay Army, Esq. May 1. Bannister. 
and Fache, John st, Bedford row 

Stanley, William Henry, Bombay Army, Esq. May1. Bannister and 
Fache, John st, Bedfurd row 

Tite; Aun, Doncaster. May !. Collinson and Littlewood, Doncas- 
ter 


March 15. 
Smith, 


Till, Rev. William Lawrence, East Moulsey, Surrey, Clerk. 
Paine and Brectell, Chertsey 

Wearing, Thomas, Newtown, Staffard, Victualler, Feb 21. 
Wednesbury 

West, Richard Thornton, Streathim Hall, Exeter, Esq. March 31. 
Arkcoll and Co, Tooley st, Southwark 

> Alfred Sidney, Brompton sq, Comedian. Marl5. Hurvey, Old 
awry 

Wormald, John Fou!ston, Hatfield, York, Farmer. April 1. 
son'and Co, Doacaster 


Collin - 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Jan. 31, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
fo Surrender in London. 
Halkett, Patrick, Mark lane. Pet Jan 28, Hazlitt. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


le, William L E Money, St Leonards-on-Sea, Gent. 
‘oung. Hastings, Feb 15 at 12 
love, Edward, B-ckenham, Kent, Builder. Pet Jan 24. 
Croydon, Feb 11 at il 
Melling, Henry, Ashton-upon-Ribble, Lancaster, Joiner. 
Hulton. Preston, Feb 19 at 11 
Sankey, John, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Jan2s. Parry. Birmingham, Feb 19 at 2 
Samer, William Frederick, Reigate, Surrey, Clothier. Pet Jan 24, 
Rowland, Croydon, Feb I4 at 2.30 
t, Wiliiam C , and Flewitt, Skegness, Lincoln, P | umbers. 
tJan22. Staniland. Boston, Feb 11 at 12.30 
Smith, Joseph Moore, Kingston-upon-Hul!l, Stearine Manufacturer, 
Pet Jan 29. Rollit. Kingsson-upon-Hull, Feb 12 at 3 
Wanstall Jamos, Hurst Greyn, Sussex, Miller. Pot Jan 25. 
Hastivg:, Feb 13 at 3 


Tuespay, Feb. 4, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


Rains, Rosetta, and Eleazar Solomon Rains, Shoreditch, Hat Trimming 
Manufacturers. Pet Jan $i. Pepys. Feb 19 at 12 

Roberts, Annie, Lower Belgrave st, South Pimlico, Pot Jan 30. Haz. 
litt, Feb 10 at iL 


To Surrender in the Country, 


Frost, Charles James, Bristol, Glass Doaler, Pet Jan 31. Harley 
Bristo!, Fed 17 at 2 

Hurrell, Richard, aad William Hurrell, Sherford, Devon, Farmo rs, 
Pet Jan 31, Gidley. Kast Stonehouse, Feb 20 at 12 

Marshall, T — , Groat Grimsby, Fancy Douler. Pet Jan 29. 
Great Grimsby, Fob 15 at 12 

wey Ralph, Shottield, Cowkeeper. Pot Jan 30, Wako. Sheffield, 

e atl 

Rickards, John, Now Maldon, Surrey, Ooal Merchant, Pet Jan 31, 
Bell, Kingston, Feb 20 at 4 

Sawyer, Charles Henry, Nowcustig-upon-Tyno, Photographer, Pet Feb. 
1, Mortimer, Noweastle, Pop 14 at 10, 


Feb 12 at 12 


Pet Jan 25. 
Rowland. 
Pet Jan 29, 


Youn g 


Daubnoy. 


Wright, Edward Hall, Great Yarmouth, Grocer. Pet Feb 1. Worlledge- 
Great Yarmouth, Feb 19 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Jan. 31, 1879. 


Cockerell, George Russell, Sydenham, Kent, Gent. Nov 13 
Fairclough, Robert Pemberton, Urmsion, Lancaster, Grocer. Jan 29 
Roosler, George, Oxford st, Stepney, Baker. Jaa 27 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, Jan 31, 1879. 


Barber, Samuel, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Accountant. 
at offices of Higgs, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Barker, John, Rochda’e, Millwright. Feb 13 a: 2.30 at offices of 
Brierley, Butts avenue, Rochdale 
Barrow, Henry, Surrey Canal, Peckham, Coal Marehant. Feb 14 at 12 
at offices of Summoerhayes, Gresham hoase, Oli B-oad st 
Barstow, Charies, Jun, Northoram, York, Timber Merchant. Fed.10 at 
3 at offices of Wavell and Co, George s+, Halifax 
Beevers, Joseph William, Rawmarsb, York, Tailor. 
offices of Oxley and Co, Westgate, Rotherham 
Bennett, William, Bermondsey st, Southwark, Master Cooper. Fed 14 
at 3 at offices of Harrison, Bermoadsey st, Southwark 
Benton, William, Glossop, Derby, Grocer. Feb 13 at 11 at Falstatf 
Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Tremewsn, Manchester 
Bigge, Jacob, Cardiff, Contractor. Feb 1s at 3 at offices of Tribe and 
Co, Crockhertown, Cardiff. Heard, Cardiff 
Boot, John Thomas, Huckna!l-nader-Huthwaite, Nottingham, Minerai 
Agent. Fob 14 at 3 at offices of Gee, High st, Chesieriield 
Booth, John, and Wil'iam Booth, Burniey, Lancaster, Drapers. Fed 12 
at 3 at offices of Artindale, Hargreaves st, Burnley 
Bowden, James Charly, Swansea, Shipowner. Feb iQ at tl at offices of 
Cox, Adzlaide chambers, Swansea 
Brent, William, The Grange, Bermondsey, Tanner. 
offices of Saffery and Huntley, Tooley st, Southwark 
Britain, William; Jun, Sundertand. Timber Merchani. Feb lt at 3as 
offices of Dixon, High st, West, Sunderiand 
Burn, James Thomas, Morpeth, Bootmaker. 
Hotel, Grainger st, West, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
Burwood, Alired William, Great Yarmouth, Fish Marciant. 
at 12 at offices of Burton and Son, King st, Great Yarmoath 
Butler, William, Harpenden, Hertford, Coal Merchant. FedéatS at 
offices of Wells, Market place, St Albans 
Cahen, Hippolyte Jacob. Coleman st, Bunhiil row, Leather Merchant - 
Feb 13 at2 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham s:. Hiloers, Crutched 
Friars 
Cart-r, George, Leeds, Cloth finisher. Feb 12 at 3 at offices of Walker, 
South parade, Leots 
Chinnock, George Wiliam, Rounton road, Bow, Slate Merchant. Feb 
10 at il at officas of Hayward, Caleman st 
Clerk, Edward, and David Campbell, Liverpo»l, Genera! Merchants. 
Feb 19 at 2 at offices of Moriis and Jones, Harrin ston st, Liverpool 
Clayton, Robert, Shrewsbury, Innkeep:r. Feb il at 11 at offices of 
Morris, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
Coates, William, Durham, Painter. Feb 12 at 11 at Rose and C.own 
Hotel. Market place, Durham. Chapman, Durham 
Cornwell, John, Ben Jonson’s road, Stepney, Corn Dealer. Feb li at 
3 at offices of Widdecombe, Metropolitan chambers, Broad st 
Costall, Cornelius, Caythorpe, Lincela, Carpenter. Feb i4 at 3 at offices 
of Durrance, Mint lane, Lincoin 
Court, Edward, Wansey st, Walworth, Looking Glass Manufacturar. 
Fed 19 at 3 at offices of Ditton, Iroamonger lane 
Cridiand, Joseph, Leicester, Fancy Hosiery Manufacturer. Feb 13 at 3 
at offices of Store and Co, Welford place, Leicester 
Cruse, John, Bidefurd, Devon, Butcher. Feb 13 at 12 at offices of 
Peard, Willett st, Bideford 
Davies, Jshn Henry, Nantcarreddizg, Carmarthen, Draper. 
10.30 at offices of Morris, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Davies, William, Mold, Flint, Innkeeper. Feb 12 at 2 at Queen Hovel, 
Chester. Roper 
Denham, Cnarles, Hudderstield, Leather Merchant. Feb [9 at3 at 
— Hotel, Wellivgton st, Leeds. Ramsden and Sykes, liaddars- 
fie 
Dethier, Theodore Charles, and William Jacques Dethier, Queen's gate 
terrace, Hotel Proprietors, Fed ly at 2 at odfices of Youug and Co, 
Mildred’s court, Poultry 
Dickinson, William, Preston, Lancaster, Hotel Keeper. 
offices of Biackhorsat, Fox st, Preston 
Dodds, William, Manchester, Iroumenger. Fed 13 at 3 at Falstal 
Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Tremeweo, Manchester 
Donglas, Frederick, Moss Side, Mancheste", Suesman. Fob 20 as Sat 
offices of Witherington and Co, Brown st, Manchester 
Ellis, James, Ridley Wood, Denbigh, Farmer. Fed 12 at 11 at offices 
of Hwuphreys, Temple row, Wrexnanu 
England, Joseph, Middlosbareugh, Ouciitter. 
Dobson, Gostord st, Middlesborouch 
Evans, Michael Jones, Liverpool, Cora Merchant. Feb l4 at 3 at offices 
of Blease, Castio st, Liverpoo:. Harvey and Coa, Liverpool 4 
Fearby, Jonathan Fox, Fimbey, York, Farmer. Fob? at 12 at odloes 
of Mana and Son, New st, York 
Fergusson, Thomas Alexander, Libra roal, 
Maker, FebS at Ll at 42 Sardiuia st, Liacoin’s ina felds, 
Globe road, Mile End 
Fisher, John, Badey, York, Greengrocer, 
Watts and Son, Commercial st, Yauey 


Feb 14 at 12 


Feb 13 at ll at 


Feb 12 at 3 at 


Feb 13} at !3 at Douglas 
Purdy, Morpeth 
Feb1s 


Fed 10 at 


Fob 18 at 3 at 


Feb 12 at 11 at odicas of 


Ol Ferd, Farey Box 
ticks, 


Fed 12 at 3 at oMees of 





Thomas, Joseph, High st, Southgate, Coach Builder, Pet Jan 28, 

Patloy. Edmonton, Fob 18 at 19 

Webb, Bloomtleld Potor, Horney, Gloucaster, Foreman, Pet Jan 25, 
ines, Gloucostor, Feb 18 at Lt 


Franks, George tlenry, Guisborough, York, Cabinet Maker. Fed 12 
at 12 at offices of Jackvon, Middlesberough 
Frearaon, Joseph, Nottingham, Tailor, Feb IS at atom Betula, 


St Peter's chambora, St Pever’s gate, Nothagham 
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Garrod, Jobn, Commercial st, Spitalfields, Builder, Feb 12 at 2 at 
offices of Sheffield and Sons, Cullum st 

Godfrey, George, Ipswich, Fruiterer. Feb 12 at 3 at Pearce’s Ruoms, 
Princes st, Ipswich. Hill, Ipswich 

Green, Henry, Burford, Oxford, Draper. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of 
boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester : 

Green, pong A fio , and James William Shaw, Higher Hilgate, 
Stockport, Ha ’. 


t Mi Feb 11 at 3 at offices of Coppock and 
ley, Bank plain, Norwica 
Hall, John Sanford, Braunstone gate, Leicester, Manofacturer of 
r 
Hamer, Sarah Ann, Shieldfield, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Provision 
“Hardwicke, Maurice Edward, Cheltenham, Tailor. 
Feb 19 
at 3 at offices of Casper, Brazennose st, Manchester 
Hempsall, Samuel. Great Dritfield, York, Printer. Feb 7 at 2 at offices 
Hilbery, Crutched Friars 
Feb 25 at 12 at 
Holland, James, Little Chester, Derby, Coa] Merchant. Feb 19 at 3 at 
Dodd, Friar st, Reading 
Hurley, Abraham, Willion, Somerset, Miller. Feb 13 at 11 at offices 
at offices of Barker, jun, Sherard st, Melton Mowbray 
Newcastie-upon-Tyne. Ingledew and Daggett, Newcastle-upon- 
10.30 at the Cross Inn Hotel, Cross Inn, Llandebie. 





Co, Vernon st, Stockport 
Grey, James, Westcn, Norfolk, Grocer. Feb 13 at 2 at offices of Stan- 
Hakowski, Joseph, Gerrard st, Soho, Silversmith, Feb 19 at 2 at 3 

Salters’ ha!l court, Cannon st. Miiler and Co 
Sewing Thread. Feb 17 at 3 at Leicester e Protection Society, 
New st, Leicester. Harris, Leiceste’ 
Dealer. Feb 13 at 2 at offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, New- 
castle-on-Tyne 

Feb 10 at 10 at 
offices of Potter, North place, Cheltenham 

Harris, David, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Builder, 

Hartley, William, Leeds, General Dealer. Feb }1 at 11 at offices of 

Dresser and Wells, East parade, Leeds 
of Dunn, Market place, Great Driffield 

Hilbery, Francis, Leacenhali st, Shipowner. Feb 12 at 2 at offices of 
Hill, Charies Robert, Gower place, Euston sq, Baker. 

the Law Institution, Chancery lane. Vanderpump, Gray's inn sq 
offices of Leech, St James’s chambers, Derby 

Hiliard, George, Reading, Confectioner, Feb 12 at 11 at offices of 
Hooper, Henry, Templecombe, Somerset, Coil Dealer. Feb 17 at 12 at 

the Royal Hotel, Templecombe. Davies, Sherborne 
of Reed and Cook, Paul st, Taunton 

Hutton, Robert, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Coachman. Feb 14 at 11 

Hutton, Thomas Webster, Newcast!e-upon-Tyne, Provision Merchant. 
Feb 17 at 11 at offices of the Incorporated Law Societv, Royal arcade, 
Tyne 

Isaac, Hopkin, Mount Pleasant, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. Feb 20 at 

Bishop, 


Liandilo 
Jackson, Henry, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Feb 12 at % at offices of 
Blackwell, Bank st, Leeds, Harle, Leeds 
Jacobs, Henry, Ipswich, Dealer in Glass. Feb 13 at 1 at offices of Flint 
and Cc, Cheapside. Jackaman and Sons 
Jenkins, Robert, Porthcawl, Glamorgan, Bootmaker. Feb 19 at 12 at 
offices of Stockwood, jun, Townhali chambers, Bridgend 
Johnson, Richard, Herefurd, Tailor. Feb 14 at 4 at offices of Corner, 
High Town, Hereford 
Johnson, Thomas, Stockton-on-Tees, Grocer. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of 
Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Joyce, Henry, Godalming, Surrey, Narseryman. Feb 12 at 2 at Guild- 
tcrd chambers, Guildford. Preston, Guildford 
Kershaw, Thomas, Oldham, Corn Dealer. Feb 18 at 3 at offices of 
Woodall and Marriott, Norfolk st, Manchester 
Lacey, Alleick, Newport, LW., Butcher. Feb 14 at 3at Warburton’s 
Hotel, Quay st, Newport. Hooper, Newport 
Lare, William, Norton Folgate, Licensed Victualler, Feb 11 at 10 at 
offices of Norman, Great Marlborough st 
Lannder, James, Redruth, Cornwall. Feb 10 at 12 at the Grand Hotel, 
Broad st, Bristol. Trevena, Truro 
Lavagnuino, Filipo, Birmingham, out of business. Feb 14 at 3 at offices 
of Horten, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Lewis, William, Waunwen, Swansea, Bookseller, 
offices of Thomas, York place, Swansea 
Liles, Frederics, Lower Norwood, Surrey, Builder. Feb 10 at 3 at 
offices ot Lewis, Chancery lane. May, Chancery lans 
Lincoln, John, South Shield«, Collector of Rates. Feb 15 at 10 at 
offices of Blair, King st, South Shields 
Lister, Joseph Dyson, Bradford, Eating House Keeper. Feb 13 at 11 at 
offices of Berry and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 
Livingstone, William, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Cabinet Maker. Feb 11 
at 2 at off ces of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-npon-T yne 
Mallett, Richard Edgar, Manchester, Commercial Traveller. 
3 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 
Mariow, Charles, and Charles John Marlow, Wolverhampton, Coal 
Merchants. Feb 11 at 11 at offices of Stratton, Queen st, Wolver- 
hampton 
Marsden, Edwin, Batley Carr, York, Greengrocer. 
Offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds rd, Dewsbury * 
Mastin, Enoch, Billinghay Dales, Lincoln, Farmer. 
offices of Tweed and Co, Saltergate, Lincoln 
Micheelir, Matthias, Kiogston-upon-Hull, Tailor, 
Star Hotel, Dock st, London. Summers, Hull 
Michell, Frederick, Priest court, Merchant. Feb 24 at 12 at the Law 
Institution, Chancery lane, Vauderpump, Gray’s ion #q 
Mole, John Nathaniel, Judd st, Euston rd, suoemaker, Feo 18 at 11 
at 162, Fleet st. Davis, essex st, Strand 
Morgen, James, Stretford, Lancashire, Grocer. Feb 14 at 3 at offices 
of Haslam, Hanging Ditch, Manchester 
“Aocy, Robert, Kinver, Stafford, Saddier. Feb 19 at 11 at offices of 
kogers, High st, Stourbridge 
Murphy, Joseph, Liverpool, Tailor. Feb 12 at 3 at offices of Lynch 
and ieebay, Castle st, Liverpool 
Neave, George, Barrow-in-Farness, Fish Dealer. Feb 18 at ll at the 
Imperial Hotel, Barrow-in-Fucness. Sims, Barrow-in-Furness 
Nelson, Wiliam, Manchester, Confecti . Feb 14 at 3 at offices of 
Bowden, Manchester 
“siewton, Alfred, New London st, Seed Merchant. Feb 11 at 3 at offices 
of Chatteris and Co, Queen Victoria st. Morley and Shirreff, Palmer- 
ston Bu:ldings 


Feb 10 at 11 at 


Feb 18 at 


Feb 18 at 3 at 
Feb 15 at 11 at 
Feb 10 at 3 at the 











= 
Newton, John, Eccles, Lancaster, Insurance Agent. F, 
ces of Leach, St Ann’s sq, Manchester Ob 20 a3 as 
Nicholson, Alexander, Sunniside, Durham, Grocer. Web 14 at? 
offices of Patrick , jun, Newgate st, Bishop Auckland a 
Nicol, James Dyce, and Michie, Alexander , Leadenhall st, Merchants, 
Feb 26 at 2 at offices of Harding and Co, Old Jewry. Murray ang 


Co, Birchin lane i 
Noonan, John, Lincoln, no occupation. Feb 13 at 11 at Offices of 
Burton og | —— el rae 
O’ Dogherty, Barnard John Blake, Bridge Tenement, Cornwall, 
ree 17 at 11 at offices of Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Phare 
Payne, Charles, Saltley, Warwick, Brickmaker. Feb 12 at3 At offices 
of Barton, Union passage, Birmingham 
Payne, John, Crowfield, Northampton, Farmer. Feb l4at3 &t offices 
of Whitehorn, High st, Banbury 
Payne, William, Minster, Kent, Dealer. Feb 15 at 11 at Offices of 
Stalion, Edward st, Sheerness 
Pearson, Joseph, Whitehaven, Draper. Feb 14 at 11 at offices of 
Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 
Pensor, Frederick, Lew, Oxford, Farmer. Feb 21 at 1 at Marlborough 
Arms, Hotel, Witney. Mallam, Oxford 
Petch, William, North Frodingham, York, Joiner. Feb 7 at 11 offices 
of White, Exchange st, Great Driffield 
Pil, Henry, Paradise row, Bethnal Green, Boot and Shoe 
turer. Feb 8 at 12 at offices of Medcalfe, King st, Cheapside 
Potter, William, Scholes, Wigan, out of business. Feb 12 at 3at 
offices of Byrom and Bell, King st, Wigan 
Povey, Peter, Tunstall, Stafford, Tobacconist. Feb1]2 at 12 at offices 
of Salt, High st, Tunstall 
Rees, Frederick, Ashton-under-l.yne, Plasterer, Feb 18 at 3 at the 
Pitt and Nelson Hotel, Old st, Ash*on-under-Lyne. Clayton, Ashton 
under-Lyne 
Richardson, John, Isacoed, Dsnbigh, Farmer. Feb 12 at 12.30 at offices 
Humphreys, Temple row, Wrexham 
Roberts, John Robert, Tooley st, Southwark, Potato Salesman, Feb 
27 at 3 at offices of Lee, New inn, Strand 
Robinson, John, Barrow-in-Furness, Grocer. Feb 17 at 11 at offices 
Garnett, Crellin st, Barrow-in-Furness 
Robinson, Joseph, Baildon, York, Bootmaker, Feb 17 at 3 at offices of 
Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Rushforth, Ann, William Rushforth, and James Rushforth, Torver, 
Lancaster, Bobbin Manafacturers. Feb 14 at 11 at Temperance Hall, 
Ulverston. Jackson, Uiveratcn 
Rushforth, Robert, Frizinghall, York, Joiner. Feb 13 at 3.30 at offices 
of Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Sargeant, Selina Aun, and Sarah Elizabeth Sargeant, Hanley, Stafford, 
Milliners. Feb 14 at 3 at the North Western Hotel, Stafford. Pad. 
dock and Sons, Hanley 
Schofield, John Thomas, Boleyn rd, Kinzsland, Corn Dealer, Feb 4 
at 2 at offices of Barrett, John st, Bedford row 
Shaw, Thomas, Bradford, York, out of business. Feb 13 at 11 at offices 
of Singleton, New Bootu st, Bradford ; 
Sheppard, William, Stourton Caundle, Dorset, Farmer. Feb 17 at 3 at 
tke Digby Hotel, Sherborne, Watts, Yeovil 
Short, William, Leckhampton, Gloucester, Draper’s Assistant. Feb 17 
at 4.30 at offices of Billings, Regent st, Cheltenham 
Simpson, David, South Shore, Blackpooi, out of business. Feb 19 at3 
at oftices of Crowther and Co, Bath chambers, York st, 
Minor, Manchester 
Slack, John, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. Feb 12 at 3 at officesof 
Dix, Wellington chambers, Gateshead 
Smith, Edward, Aldershot, Furniture Dealer. Feb 14 at 12 at South 
Western Hotel, Station rd, Aldershot. Eve, Aldershot 
Smith, James Henry, Leek, Stafford, Innkeeper. Feb 19 at 11.30 at 
Sea Lion Inn. Parrott and Co, Macclesfield 
Smith, John Martin, Retford, Nottingham, Hairdresser. Feb 13 at Il 
at offices of Marshall, Chapel gate, East Retford. Bescoby, Eas 
Retford 
Smithies, George, Oldham, out of business. Feb 12 at 3 at officesof 
Clegg, Clegg st, Oldham 
Spencer, James, Breightmet, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. Feb 24 at dat 
offices of Taylor and Sons, Mawdesley st, Bolton 
Stammers, Arthur, Kegent st, Tailor. Feb 24 at 2 at Guildhall Coffee 
house, Gresham st. Loveli, Guildnall chambers, Basinghall st 
Stamp, Elijah, Horfield, Gloucester, Builder. Feb 11 at 12 at offices of 
Milne and Co, Caledonian chambers, St Stephien’s avenue, Bristol. 
Fussell and Co 
Staples, Edward, Watney st, Commercial rd, Cheesemonger. Feb If 
at 2 at offices of Bastard, Brabant court 
Stringer, John, Mount Pleasant, Scafford, Licensed Victualler. Feb7 
at 11 at offices of Clulow, High st, Brierley Hill 
Swanson, William, Gateshead, Durham, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 11 at 
3 at offices of Allan and Davies, Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-T 
Tappenden, Charles John, Little Sutton, Chiswick, Gentleman. Feb 14 
at 2 at Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn, Finnis and Wylie, 
Surrey st, Strand 
Taylor, John, Carr Gate, near Wakefield, Greengrocer. 
offices of Lodge, Wood st, Wakefield 
Taylor, Thomas, Navarino road, Dalston, Wholesale Provision Mer- 
chant. Feb 17 at 4 at offices of Chandler, Guildhall chambers, Gre- 


Feb 12 at 3 at 


sham st 

Thompson, John Henry, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Painter. Feb 26 até 
at offices of Scott, King at, South Shields 

Thornes, John, Kingston-upon-Hull, Timber Merchant. Feb 12 at? at 
Imperial Hotel, Peragon st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Levett 
Champney, Hull 

Threapoleton, Joseph Paget, Huddersfield, Yarn Spioner, Feb 17 at 3 


at offices of Kamsden and Sykes, John William st, Huddersfield 
Tibbetts, Albert, Horseferry rd, Westminster, Grocer, Feb 13 at3at 
offices of Rudall, King st, Cheapside 
Todd, Rueben, Whitcharch, Bucks, Dealer, Feb 19 at 2 at Bell Hotel, 
Winslow. Rawson, Great Marlow 
Varnom, Thomas, Birmingham, Draper, Feb 13 at 1t at Union Hotel, 
Union st, Birmingham. Shakespeare, Ovwbuary 
Votevy, John, Sou hend, Essex, Cabinet Maker, Feb 20 at 12 at offices 
of Digby and Jone+, Church passage, Chancery lane, Bird, Maldon 
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Yollem, Edward, Bishopsgate st Without, Bootmaker. Feb 17 at 3 at 
offices of Clements, Queen st. Haigh and Agar, Gresham st 
Peidington, Charles, Paddiham, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Feb 13 
at 11.30 at Old Bull Hotel, Blackburn. Eastham, Clitheroe 
Holker, e, utgnegravels, Derby, Shopkeeper. Feb 15 at 3 at 
ofices of Gee, High st, Chesterfield 
L Littleborough, Lancaster, Coal Merchant. Feb 


tat 2.30 at offices of Brierley, Butt’s avenue, Rochdale 
Joreph, Leeds, Commiesion Agent. Feb 11 at 12 at Saracen’s 
Boar lane, Leeds. Rhodes, Bradford 
fash, William, Stockton-on-Tees, Clothier. Feb 17 at 2 at Mitre 
Cathedral gates, Manchester. Dewhurst, Manchester 
You, William, and Joseph Wass, Little Smeaton, York, Farmers. 
feb 17 at 2at Red Lion Hote}, Pontefract. Arundei and Son 
Thiley, George, West Bromwich, Stafford, Broker. Feb 12 at 11 at 
Talbot Hotel, Oldbury. Shakespeare, Oldbury 

, Thomas Millington, Birmingham, Carpenter. Feb12 at 11 at 
"Sz of Taylor, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Wilkinson, Alfred, Bradford, Wool Top and Noil Merchant. Feb 14 at 
stofices of Rawson and Co, Piccadilly, Manchester 

, Frank, Huddersfield, Grocer. Feb 14 at 2 at Mosley Hotel, 

Market st, Manchester. Ainley and Hall, Huddersfield 
Wil, Elias, Bristol, Currier. Feb 12 at 3 at offices of Brown, Foster’s 
chambers, Small st, Bristol : 
Vison, Thomas, Gateshead, Durham, Builder, Feb 14 at 3 at Incor- 
et law Society, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Emley, 





stle 
war tokn. Middlegborough, Yeast Merchant. Feb 8 at 10 at offices 
¢{ Ward, Albert road, Middlesborough 
ootall, Thomas Lewis, Bristol, out of business. Feb 14 at 1 at offices 
Tricks and Co, City chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol. Brittan and 
(0, Bristol 
Tuxspay, Feb. 4, 1879. 
Adams, Joseph Henry, Chelmsford, Essex, Grocer. Feb 20 at 11 at 
dices of Megey, Duke st, Chelmsford 
Levi, Batley, York, Warehouseman, Feb 17 at 10 at offices 
d Wooler, Exchange buildings, Batley 
dotrew, James, Liverpool, Butcher. Feb l4at 11 at offices of Andrew, 
South John st, Liverpool 
Alfred, Leicester, Pianoforte Dealer. Feb 20 at3 at the Free- 
mayons’ Tavern, Great Queen st, Lincoln’s inn fields, Loseby and 


(0, Leicester 

Austin, John Holt, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Grocer. Feb 18 at 11 at 
ofices of Tomkinson and Furnival, Hanover st, Burslem 

haddiley, William, South Elmsall, York, Lime Burner. Feb 14 at 3 
atthe Great Bell Hotel, Wakefield. Ibberson, Dewsbury 

hiey, Jonas, Briggate, York, Dealer in Farniture. Feb 19 at 10.30at 
dices of Hutchinson, Piccadiily chambers, Piccadilly, Bradford 

hiker, Samuel Alphens, Gloucester, Grocer. Feb 17 at 3 at offices of 
Haines, St John’s lane, Gloucester 

Banton, Thomas, Melbourne Common, Derby, Farmer. Feb 20 at 3 at 
dices of Leech , St James’s st, Derby 

Baker, John, Bradford, York, Worsted Spinner, Feb 14 at 3 at offica 
of Peel and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradford 

lumett, Frederick John, Mount st, Grosvenor sq, Auctioneer, Feb 17 
at12 at offices of Preston, Mark lane 

lattlett, John Jeffery, Bromham, Wilts, Ionkeepery Feb 14 at 3 at the 
Great Western Hotel, Dorchester st, Bath. Grey, Bradford-on-Avon 

human, Eugene, Pontypridd, Watch Maker. Feb 17 at 12 at offices of 
Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

bel, John, Flimby, Cumberland, Joiner. Feb 21 at 11 at offices of 


lg 5 st, Workington 
iam, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hotel Proprietor. Feb 14 at 2 at 
of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Wlringer, Oliver, Newington causeway, Tailor. Feb 11 at 3 at offices 
@Merriman, Glasshouse st, Regent st 
Tomett, George Rowland, New North rd, Toy Dealer. Feb 12 at 3 at 
dfices of Lawes, Queen Victoria st 
Deington, Henry, Hanley, Stafford, China Painter. Feb 17 at 11 at 
afices of Lawrence, Cheupside, Hanley 
Bin, Joseph, Gateshead, Durham, out of business. Feb 21 at 2 at 
tihees of Elsdon, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
, Oharles, Grenard rd, Peckham, out of business. Feb 17 at 
tatthe Station Hotel, Camberwell New rd. Goatly, Bow st, Covent 
Youll, Isaac, Ardwick, Lancashire, Mineral Water Manufacturer. 
Feb 20 at 11 at offices of Weston and Co, Manchester 
Joseph, Smethwick, Baker, Feb 20 at 11 at offices of Bower 
ui Co, Paradise st, Birmingham 
James, Greenwich, Kent, Boot Maker. Feb 17 at 3 at offices of 
South sq, Gray’s inn 
Ratt, Joseph, Wolverhampton, Lock Manufacturer. Feb 21 at 3 at 
tices of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
bet, John, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Feb 14 at 11 at offices of 
r, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Dever, Samuel John, Newport, Monmouth, Coal Merchant. Feb 14 
U0 at offices of David, Cambria chambers, Tredegar place, New- 


Feb 26 at 1 at the Crown 
Gudgeon, Stowmarket 


ert 
ay John, Harwich, Essex, Innkeeper. 
Anchor Hotel, Westgate, Ipswich. 
William, Aldershot, Hants, Clothier. Feb 17 at 12 at offices of 


Victoria rd, Aldershot 
, Lewis, Berners st, Oxford at, Costume Manufacturer. Feb 
Wat 12 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Ashurst and Co, Old 


teks, William, Blackburn, Shoomaker, Fob 17 at 3 at offices of 

Holand, Northgate, Blackburn 

down Matthew, New Mills, Derby, Builder. Fob 21 at 3 at offices of 

ton, zennose st, Manchester 

Waliam, Knottingley, York, Mariner, Feb 19 at 2 at offices of 
act 


. 
Thomas, Bolton, Lancashire, Draper. Feb 19 at 3 at the 
Mire Hotel, Cathedral Gates, Manchester, Dawson and Pennington 
4 ck William, Skirbock, Lincoln, General Dealer, Feb 
811 at offices of Thomas, Emery lane, Boston 
fou, Jamer, Kingston-upou-Hull, Potato Merchant, Fob \7 at 11 
of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 





Burton, Robert, Nottingham, General Dealer. Feb 14 at 12 at offices: 
of Belk, Middle pavement, Not:iogham 

Butler, John, Coventry, Provision Dealer. Feb 15 at 11 at offices of 
Hughes and Masser, Little Park st, Coventry 

Canton, James, Pembroke, Publican. Feb 17 at 11 at offices cf 
Williams, Lower Meyrick st, Pembroke 

Ch John, and Benjamin Haigh, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Iron 
Founders. Feb 10 at 3 at the King’s Arms Hotel, Spring gardens, 
Manchester. Clayton, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Chapman, William, S-uth st, Isleworth, Journeyman Baker. Feb 13at- 
1 at offices of Lay, Townhall, Brentford . 

Chappell, William, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Builder. Feb 13 at 1? 
at the Royal Hotel, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. Slingsby, Nuneaton 

Charlesworth, Marshall, Greetland, York, Butcher. Feb 24 at 4 at 
offices of Rhodes, Horton st, Halifax 

Chessell, Wiliam, Nor:hwood, Isle of Wight, Farmer. Feb 14 at 11 at 
offices of Beckingsale, Lugley st, Newport 

Cock, James Brokenshire, Lewanwick, Cornwall, Implement Maker; 
Feb 14 at 1! at offices of Square, George st, Plymouth 

Cocker, Robert, Oldham, Bricklayer. Feb 15 at 11 at offices of Fripp, 
Clegg st, Oldham 

Codd, Charles, Haselor, Warwick, Farmer. 
of New and Co, Bridge st, Oldham 

Cole, Frederick, Newton Abbott, Devon, Travelling Draper. Feb 24 at- 
12 at the Globe Hotel, Newton Abbo:, Mackenzie and Hext, Tor- 


quay 

Coleman, William, Hardingham, Norfolk, Farmer. Feb 17 at 12 at 
offices of Emerson, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 

Cowen, Maurice, Manchester, Importer of Clocks. Feb 14 at 12 at 
offices of Hodgson and Haigh, Wateiloo st, Birmingham 

Crimp, Arthur, and Benjamin Crimp, Bristol, Egg Dealers. Feb 17 at 
2 at offices of Brown, Foster’s chambers, Small st 

Crossley, George, Alcester, Warwick, Needle Manufacturer, Feb 14 
at 2 at offices of Langston and Co, Alcester 

Cumming, James Bannerman, Great St Helen’s, Commission Agent. 
Feb 20 at 3 at offices of Stibbard and Co, Leadenhall st 

Davies, Joseph, St Clears, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. Feb 12 at 2 as 
offices of Lascelles, Narberth 

Davies, Thomas Jones, Devizes, Contractor. Feb 17 at 3 at offices of 

Feb I4at 11 at offices 


Feb 21 at 11.30 at offices 


Meek and Jackson, St John st, Devizes 

Deakin, Aaron, Lapley Weod, Stafford, Baker. 
of Langman, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Dodds, Robert, and Eliza Deacon, Darlington, Durham, Provision. 
Dealers. Feb !4 at 10 at offices of Wooler, Priestgate, Darlington 

Dodsworth, Charles, Little Stonegate, York, Coach Builder: Feb 18 at 
1! at offices of Young, Low Ousegate 

Dawell, Alexander Wood, Bournemouth, Hotel Proprietor. Feb 27 at 12 
at the Pembroke Hotel, Bournemouth. Aldridze and Aldridge, Poole 

Duffield, Frederick, Wolverhampton, Foor Cloth Warehouseman. 
Feb 18 at 3 at offices of Willcock, Queen’s chambers, North st, 
Wolverhampton 

Ellwood, William, Blackburn, Innkezper. Feb 18 at 3 at offices of 
Haworth, Lord st West 

Everest, William Bolden, Newington, Kent, Farmer. Feb 20 at 12 at 
the Ball Hotel, Sittingbourne. May, Bishopsgate st without 

Farwig, Christian Arnold, Union st, Southwark,[ronmonger. Feb 10 
at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Faulks, Ellen, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 18 at 3 at offices of 
Loseby and Co, Market place, Leicester 

Featherstone, William, and Albert Featherstone, Wiveliscombe, 
Somerset, Auctionzers. Feb 18 at 11.30 at the Railway Hotel, 
Taunten. Reed and Cook, Bridgwater 

Fletcher, George, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 17 at il at offices 
Mossop and Mossop, Long Sutton 

Fortnam, Thomas, Hollydale rd, Peckham, Builder. Feb12 at 3 at 
offices of Bradford and Hare, Old Broad st 

Fuld, Bernhard, Leather lane, Holborn, Diamond Worker. Feb 24at3 
at cffices of Goldberg and Langdon, West st, Finsbury cireus 

Gadsden, James, Portsmouth, out of business. Fed 19 at 2at 98, Cheap— 
side, Blake and Reed, Portsea, 

Gott, John, Kirkgate, Leeds, Fruiterer. 
ton, Old Bank chambers, Leeds 

Grace, William, and Robert Wicks, Richmond, Surrey, Ginger Beer 
Manufacturers. Feb 14 at 11 at Rose Cottage, St Joha's grove, Croy- 
don. Dennis, Croydon 

Graveley, William Henry, Old Ford rd, Victoria park, Engineer. Feb 
27 at 2 at offices of Birchal!, Mark lane 

Grierson, Matthew, Wigan, Draper. Feb15 at 11 at officas of Scott 
and Ellis, the Arcade. King st, Wigan 

Griffin, Joseph, Babcary, Somerset, Farmer. Fed 10 at 12 atthe Red 
Lion Inp, Yeovil. Watts, Yeovil 

Gulliver, John, Piddington, Northampton, Timber Merchant. Feb 17 
at 12 at offices of Andrew, Market sq, Northampton 

Gwyvther, Edwin Cooper, Swansea, Boot Dealer. Feb 17 at 2 at offices 
of Siblv, Exchange Wes", Bris:ol 

Hall, William, Dipton, Burhom, Sewing Machine Agent. Feb 19 atl 
at offices of Barnes, North Bailey 

Hammond, John, Manchester, Grocer. 
st, Manchester. Doyle, Manchester 

Harris, Joseph, Sandling, Kent, Farmer, Feb 19 at 1 at the Ball 
Hotel, Week st, Maidstone, Field, Furnival's ina 

Haskins, John, Yate, Gloucester, Farmer, Feb 17 at 12 at officas of 
Dix, Exchange, Bristol 

Hawkins, Edwin, Bristo!, Printer, Feb 17 at Lat offices of Becking- 
ham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Haynes, Joseph, Sandon, Stafford, Wheelwright. Feb 14 at 11 at offices 
of Hand and Co, Martin st, Stafford 

Hodgson, John Kirk, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Lime Merchant. Fed 
17 at 3 at offices of Salaman, King st, Cheapside 

Howard, Henry, Stock rt, Cheshire, Corn Factor, Fed 20 at 2,30 at 
the Spread Eagle Hotel, Corporation st, Manchester, Johnston, 
Stockport 

Howard, William, Weybridge, Surrey, Farmer. Fed 19 at 3 at offices 
of Slater and Co, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st. Hewitt, 
Nicholas lane 

Howlett, Rodert, Dullingham,!Cambridge, Innkeeper, Feb 18 at 12 at 
offices of Fenn, Newmarket 


Feb 17 at 3 at offices of Boin- 


Feb 17 at 3 at 89, Corporation 
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‘Hucker, Charles, Southset, Hants, Upholsterer. Feb 17 at 3 at 98, 
Cheapside. Walker and Wainscot, Landport 

Hunt, William, Wilnecote, Warwick, Station Master. Feb 14 at 12 at 
offices of Hawkes and ‘Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Hotchinson, William, Lambley, Northumberland, Farmer. Feb 17 at 
1 at «ffices of Bainbridge and Millican, Alston, Cumberland 

Hutson, Frederick, Rooksbridge, Somerset, Saddler. vn 18 at 11 at 
offices of Smith, Svdenham terrace, Weston-super-Mar 

Isaacs, William Caddey, Misterton, Somerset, Baker. Feb 20 ar 12 at 
offices of Watts, Yeovil 

Jefferson, Nicho!as Winn, Broughton rd, Stoke Newiagton, Builder, 
Feb 13 at 4 at effices of Chandler, Guildhal! chambers, Basingha Il st 

Jennings, John, Bradford-on-Avon, Wilts, Draper. Feb 13 at 3at the 

Peony Western Hotel, Snow hill, Birmingham. Grey, Bradford-on- 

ZAVvon 

Jewell, Henry Williem, Puckland, Hants, Pawnbroker. Feb 18 at 3 at 
offices of Blake, Queen st, Portsea. Blake, Portsea 

Johnson, David, Hodson, nr Swindon, Wilts, out of business. Feb 14 
at 2 at ‘offices of Tribe and Co, Bristol. Fussell end Co, Bristol 

Johnson, Robert George, Oldham, Draper. Feb 18 at 3 at offices of 
Fripp, Clegg st, Oldham 

Jones, David, Morlfre Newydd, Denbigh, Farmer. Feb19 at 1 at the 

a —— Head Hotel, Cerrig-y-druidion, nr Corwen. Passingham, 

Bala 

‘Jowett, Preston, Kingston-upon-Hnll, Licensed Victucllor. Feb 18 at 
1] at offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Kendrick, Cornelius Milton Ebdomes, Newington Butts, Pianoforte 
Desler. Feb 10 at 2 at offices of Andrews and Mason, Ironmon ger 

* Jane. Wood, St Paul’s churchyard 

Kilborn, Vincent, Manchester, Commission Agent. Feb 19 at llat3 at 
offices of Boote an2z Edgar, Booth st 

Kitchin, Thomas, and John Frederick Taylor, Southwark st, South- 

= wark, Hop Merchants, Feb 18 at 2 at 42,Southwarkst. Hawks and 

* Co, Borough High st 

Knight, Thomas, Nottingham, Bootmaker. Feb 17 at 12 at offices of 
Richards and Woodward, Weekday cross, Nottingham 

Knowles. Andrew, Bulwell, Nottingham, Plumber. Feb 19 at 2, Friar 
lane, Noitingham. Black 

Lee, Frederick, Bideford, Devon, Buiider. Feb 17 at 12 at offices of 
Hole and Peard. Willett st, Bideford 

Lewis, Jecob, Mildmay rd, Stoke Newirgton,  emace of Fancy 
Go ods. Feb 17 at 3 at offices of Green, Queen st 

Lowry, James, Ardwick, Lancashire, Watch Maker. Feb 17 at 3 at 
offices of Vaughan-Jones, Bridge st, Manchester 

Markey, James, Liverpool, Corn Merchant. Feb 18 at 3 at offices of 
Lynch and Teebay, Castle st, Liverpool 

Martin, William, Heanton Punchardon, Devon, Farmer. Feb 17 at 
11.30 at offices of Thorne, Castle st, Barnstaple 

McCemas, Themas, O!d Froad st, Merchant. Feb 26 at 3 at the Cannon 
st Hotel, Cannon st. Chamberlain, Basinghall st 

Meredith, David, Cwmvoy, Mon, out of business. Feb17 at 10 at offices 
of Sayce. Lion et, Abergavenny 

Mitcheil, Henry, Little Horton, York, Stuff Manufacturer. Feb 17 at 
11 at cffices of Gardiner and Jeffery, Bond st, Bradford 

Moore, Jchn Henry, Richmond, Wine Merchant. Feb 14 at 3 at offices 
of Philbrick and Corpe, Austin Friars 

Morris, Daniel Tomkins, Steeple Aston, Oxford, Miller. Feb 14 at 12 
at offices of Parr, Golmore row, Birming h 


am 
Munro, Alexan der, Kingsten-upon-Hull. Feb 13 at 2 at offices of Torry, 
Murgatroyd, James, Bradford, Blacksmith. Feb15 at 11 at offices of 
Cater, Piece Hall yd, Bradford 
borough, nr Tonbridge. Rogers, Tonbridge 
Ojlier, Joseph, Moulton, Cheshire, Salt Boiler. Feb 17 at 12 at offices 
Onslow, Cyrus Edmund, Broseley, Salop, Veterinary Surgeon, Feb 20 
at 12 at cffices of Marcy, Walker st, Wellington 
Hote!, Ulverston, Thompson, Kendal 
Owen, Eemund Lioyd, sen, Iron Acton, Gloucester, Mining Engineer. 
Owen, Emund Lloyd, jun, Iron Acton, Gloucester, Farmer. 
at 2. 20 at offices of Salmon, Broad st, Bristol 
Feb 17 at 11 at offices 
of Hartland and Co, Rutland st, Swansea 
Pears, Robert Graham, Penrith, Camberland, Coach Builder. Feb 21 
Peverley, William, Ormside st, Old Kent rd, Leather Manufacturer. 
Feb 10 atl at offices of Biggenden, Finsbury sq buildings, Fins- 
Pillow, William Janes, Liverpool, Music Publisher. Feb 28 at 3 at 
offices of Connor, Victoria st, Liverpool. Nordon and Mason, 
Plaistowe, Richard William, Lee, Buckingham, Farmer. Feb 17 at 2 
at the Crown Inn, a: Clarke, High Wycombe 
yn 
of Elsdon, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Ratcliffe, John, Longton, Tailor. Feb 13 at 12 at offices of Robinson, 
Rawson, Thomas, Crich, Derby, Boot Manufacturer. Feb 20 at 2 at the 
Maypole Hotel, Nottingham. Harris, Crich 
Wilkes, Northgate, Darlington 
Ritson, William, Barrow-in-Fcrness, Watch Maker. Feb 21 at 11 at 
Roots, Martin, Crayford, Kent, Butcher. Feb 12 at 11.30 at offices of 
Haywards and Co, Spital st, Dartford 
D:bb and Co, Regent st, Barnsley 
Salmon, Thomas, Church Cop moe PM Cheshire, Innkeeper. Feb 20 at 
dley hill, nr Bradford, Builder. Feb 17 at 11 at 15 
ley st, Bradford. Haigh 
Triggs, Broad st, Bristol. Benson ones - inter, Bristol 
Shepherd, William Simpson, Leeds, rchant. Feb 17 at 3 at 


Cogan’s chambers, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
Nye, James, Sevenoaks, Farmer. Feb 15 at 3 at the Gate Inn, Hilden- 
of Fletcher, Winnington, Northwich 
Orr, David, Windermere, Hotel Keeper. Feb 18 at 12 at the County 
Feb 14 at 12 at offices of Salmon, Broad st, Bristol 
Feb 14 
Owen, William, Cwmgiedd, Brecknock, Grocer. 
at 2.30 at offices of Arnison, St Andrew’s pl, Penrith 
bury #q 
Liverpool 
Proud, John, Newcastle -upon-T'yne, Innkeeper, Feb 14 at 2 at offices 
King st, Longton 
Rickaby, Matthew, Darlington, Grocer. Feb 13 at 3 at offices of 
17, Strand, Barrow-in-F arness. Taylor, Barrow-in-Furness 
tuston, Charles, Barnsley, out of business, Feb 18 at 11 at offices of 
11 at the Adelphi Inn, Eanost Crewe. Hill 
Shelton, Jobn, Bristol, Tug Proprietor. Feb 14 at 12 at offices of 
Weston, Park row, Leed * 


| Westley, George, Fordham, Cambridge, Baker. 





ean 
Feb 22 at 11 at offices of Toynbeg 


Slingsby, Robert, Lincoln, Builder. 
ase, Co, Bank st, — stats Seats; 
mith, George, jon, an ederick Smit ew Park 
Builders. Feb 32at 19 at office of Reader, Holborn Vinge hil, 
Smith, Thomas Charles, Lic ilitary Tailor. 
offices of Ashmall, Market st, Lichfield xj Feb bata 
Smith, William Henry, Birmingham, Hardware Merchant. . Feb 14 
11 at «ffices of Burn and Co, Temple st, Birmingham at 
Solley, Stephen, Ash-next-Sandwich, Kent, Grocer. Feb 18 at Latithe 
Be)l Hotel, Sandwich. Emmerson and Cottew, Sandwieh 
Solloway, John, Oxfore, Butcher. Feb 27at3at the Sherborne Arms, 
Castle st, Oxford. Cooper, Chancery lane 
Speight, Gregory Cockcroft, Bradford, Butcher. 
of Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Brad ford 
Spencer, George, Westwoodside, Lincoln, Machine Owner, 
11.30 at the Great Northern Hotel, Haxey, 
borough 
Spittle, Fdwin James, Newport, Mon, “eam Fitter. 
offices of Tomlinson, Dock st, Newport 
Stansfield, George, Northowram, York, Farmer. 
of Jubb, Harrison rd, Halifax 
Stead, Thomas Batian, York, Picture Frame Maker. Feb 20at Vat 
offices of McLaren, Castlegate, York 
Steel, James Thomas, Wayford terrace, Battersea, no occupation. Feb 
27 at 3atthe Star and Garter Hotel, St Ann’ 8 bill, Wandsworth, 
Bryden, South Norwood pk 
Stephenson, George, Dodworth, York, Builder. Feb 17 at 11 at offices 
of Dibb and Co, Regent st, Barnsley 
Stubbs, Richard, Birmingham, out of business, 
Norton Arms Horel, Knighton. Parr, Birmin 
Surtees, William, Crook, <, Durham, Ionkeeper. foe 17 at 3 at offices of 
Maw, jun, Bishop Auckland 
Taylor, Dickinson, Bacup, Watchmaker. Feb 21 at 3 at offices of 
Okell, St James’s sq, Manchester. Ashworth, Waterfoot 


Feb 12 at 2 at offices 


Feb 
Burton and ‘Sen, Gee 


Feb 10at 1 at 
Feb 20 at 11 at offies 


Feb 19 at 12at the 


Taylor, Robert, Preston, Flagger. Feb 17 at 3 at offices of Fotshay 


and Parker, Cannon st, Preston 
Taylor, Thomas Baynes, Preston. Cotton Manufacturer. Feb 18 at 3.at 
offices of Wood and Atkinson, Br st, ¥ 
Thomas, John Morgan, Gwernogle, Carmarthen, See Feb 15 at? 
at the County Court Office, Lampeter. Lloyd, Lampeter 
Thompson, John Bowerbank, Sheerness, Draper. Feb 19 at2 at offiess 
of — and Johnson, Ludgate hill, Randall, Bouverie st, 
Fleet st 
Thornton, Frederick Herbert, Huddersfield, Printer. Feb 17 at 3at 
offices of Sykes and Sor, Market st, Huddersfield 
Timperley, Joseph, Manningham, Bradford, Merchant’s Clerk, Feb 
at 4 at offices of Atkinson, Tyrrel st, Brad ford 
Tolley. Charles, Oxford, Baker. Feb 20 at 12 at offices of Bickerton, 8 
Michael’s chambers, ‘Ship st, Oxford 
Topham, Sarah Ann, Stow-on-the~Wold, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Feb 
18 atl at the Union Hotel, Stow-on-the-Wold. Kilby and Maee, 
Chipping Norton 
Turner, William, Middlesborough, Painter. Feb 12 at 3 at offices of 
Peacock , Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
Upton, William, No’ ottingha: m, Butcher. Feb 17 at 12 at offices of Belk, 
Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Vary, Richard, John Vary, «nd George William Vary, Huntingdon, 
bg! > Cattle Dealers. Feb 12at 2 at offices of Wiikinson, St Helen's 
ork 
Vinen, William Isaac, Bristol, Cabinet Maker. Feb 17 at 3 at offfees 
Cumberland, Clare st, Bristol 
Ward, John, Beverley, York, Printer. Feb 13 at 11 at offices of Shop 
herd and Co, Lairgate, Bever'ey 
Feb 27 at 12.30at 
Salmon and Son, Bury % 


Feb 19 at 3 at offices 





at the Guildhall, 
Edmunds 

White, Thomas, Sampford, Somerset, Farmer. 
of Kite, East st, Taunton 

White, William, Fivehead, Somerset, Innkeeper. Feb.17 at 3 at offites 
of Collins, West ss, Ilminster 

Wilson, George, Great Driffield, Painter. Feb 17 at 10 at officeso! 


Jennings and Co, Great Driffe'd 
Feb 14 at 11 at offices of Wari, 


Williams, Edgar, Bristol, Painter. 
Albion chambers, Br: ad st, Bristol 

Williams, Robert, Rochdale, Builder, Feb 18 at 3 at offices of Addle 
shaw and Warba rton, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Williamson, George, Burslem, Coal Dealer, Feb 14 at 11 at officesd 
Bennett, Piccadilly buildings, Hanley 

Woffenden, Frederick, Pontefract, Slater. Feb a at 3 at the Crow 
want Anchor Inn, Pontefract. Horner, Wakefie! 

‘ood, Joseph, Bredford, Piumber. Feb 14 at tt at offices of Cater, 

wo Hall yd, Bradford 

Woodwark, Matthew Leng, Darlington, Grocer. Feb 14 at 11 at offees 
of Wooler, Priestgate, Darlington 


Bury St Edmunds, 





SCHWEITZER’ S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Gnaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with i 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Facalty pronounce it “ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa:t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable fr 
Invalids aad Children. 

Highly A by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, L suits all rong of 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &o., and = er ee 


than such Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 


fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
CocoaTina A La VANILLE is the most delicate, caged < om 
Mh my Chocolate, and may be taken when richer 
In tin packets at 1s, 64., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C- 
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== 
BOROUGH OF BIRMINGHAM. 


HB Corporation is prepared to ACCEPT LOANS 
T of £100 and upwards, on security of ths Local Rates, at £34 per 
cat. repayable at any time on six months’ notice; or for periods of 
fom three, four, or five years at £2 por cent. per annum. The Interest 
yoble half-yearly. 

Offers of Loans to be addressed to 
WILLIAM R. HUGHES, Treasurer, 
« Department, 23, Union-street, 
6th September, 1878. 


BEDS CORPORATION CONSOLIDATED 
FOUR PEX CENT. DEBENTURE STOCK.—-Applications are 
invited for investment in the above security.—Full particulars may be 
eotaived from Messrs. FrepertcK Bansuay & Sons, Birtholomew- 
ge, London ; or Mr. Wat. Derry, Borough Accountant, Leeds. 








RANSLATIONS in FRENCH and ITALIAN, 


both legal and commercial, correctly and promptly attended to. 
—(, Istun, 14, Arlington-square, Islington, N. 


iia ae aca sy KA Ae 
R. T. BATEMAN NAPIER, CLIF FORD'S. 
INN PRIZEMAN, Winner of the Law Society’s ONLY 
§(HOLARSHI?, and CONVEYANCING GOLD MEDALIST. 1876, 
yais with Gentiemen for the PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, and 
FINAL. Private Pupils. Honour Class taken separately. 
Classes for the April Examinations commence reading in January. 
|, Mirgz Court Burtpines, Kine’s Besen Wane. Temrre, E.C. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Axpert Sr. Pavi 

J (MLA. Oxon), Solicitor, prepares gentiemen for theirPreliminary, 
Intermediate, and Final Examinations, either privately, or in cluas. 
Jesident pupils received.—Address, 11, Staple-inn, London, W.C, 





AW EXAMINATIONS.—Preparation for Pre- 

liminary, Intermediate, Final Solicitors’—London University 

drtigand Law Degrees—either by class, private les*on, or correspond- 
ae.—H. J. Bowen, 4, Stone-bui'dings, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


RELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATH, and FINAL 
EXAMINATIONS for SOLICITORS.—The Author of several 
wil-known works, who has, during the last ten years, passed a very 
large number of pupils, many of whom have taken High Honours, 
inelading the Clifford’s Inn Prize, PREPARES CANDIDATES, how- 
eer defective their knowledge may be, very speedily. References to 
Juiges, Queen’s Counsel, Members of the Council of the Incorporated 
law Society, and pass and present pupils.—Address, Temprar, care 
of Messrs. Butterworth, 7, Fleet-itreet, Her Majesty’s Law Puolishers, 











O CHURCH PATRONS.—Wanted, ADVOW 
» SON, with i di Pp i Views, moderately High» 
Church. One of very smull value not objected to. Counties preferree— 
Hereford, Monmouth, Salop, Wercester, Gloucester, Warwicx, Oxon, 
Berks, Hunts, Kent, Sussex.—Address, A. K., Elani’s Library, Exeter. 








ERBERT PARDOE.—Mr. H. Pardoe, formerly 
practising as a Solicitor at Bewdley, son of. Mr, R. A. 
Pardoe of that town.—Any person knowing his residence will be 
ja by sending his address to H. M. Emanvuzi & Sons, Portsea, 
ants. 


I INCOLN’S-INN-CHAMBERS, No. 40, Chancery- 
4 lane.—To ba Let, on the ground ftioor, the suite of light and lofty 
offices, with large lobby entrance, enclosed with plate e@lass and 
mahogany doors, recently occupied by Vice-Chancellor Bacon, com- 
prising three rooms, one room about 16f.. by 28ft. Rant £150 per 
annum, Also two rooms on half-ground flo r, £50 per annam.— 
Apply to the Por'er ou the premises, or to Messrs. F. Currrerte, & 
Co., 38, Chancery-lane. 








AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS. 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 


This new Ink supplies the demand continually made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is usinjured by Steel or other 
Metallic Pens. Steel Pens left in this ink for months do not impair 
the beautv of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new colour 
isa very rich searlet red of great beauty. The colour of this ink is 
not affected by use upon parchment, and is consequently of great 
value to Solicitors and Draughtsmen, 

Sold in stone bottles, retsil at 1ls., 2s., and Imperial Quarts of 
40 ounces at 6s.each. Also in glass bottlea at 6d. and ls. each. 


° 
32. 3 
ca , 





V ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
\ LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Iavestments: gonerally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C. 
or wil! be sent by postin return for twostamps,—Particulars for inse « 
tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe er @ 
of the preceding month. 








GAL & GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


(Empowered by Act of Parliament.) 


10, FLEET STREET, TEMPLE BAR. 





Trustecs. 


Tae Ricut Hon. THE LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Tas Ricut Hon. LORD HATHERLEY. 
Tw-Riest Hon. LORD COLERIDGE, Lord Chief 


Justice, C.P. 
AMES PARKER DEANE, Esa., Q.C., D.C.L. 


KOBERT BAYLY FOLLETT, Esea., late Taxing 
Master in Chancery. 


FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esa. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Ese. 


Directors. 


BACON, The Hon. Vice-Chancellor. 
BAGGALLAY, The Right Hon. The Lord Justice. 
BLAKE, Freverick Joun, Esa. 
CARLISLE, Wrii1AM Tuomas, Esa. 
CHOHESTER, J. H. R., Esa. 
DART, Josepx Henny, Ksa. 
i) James Parker, Esa., Q.C., D.C.L. 
MRGEX, Joun P., Esa, Q.C. 
DICKINSON, James, Esq., Q.C. 
Epmunp Henry, Esa. 
» Ronert Bayty, Esq,, late Taxing Master 


cery. 
PRERE, Bartte J. Laurin, Esa. | 


GREGORY, Georce Burrow, Esa., M.P. 
HARRISON, Cuanrtes, Jun., Esq. 
LOPES, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
MARKBY, Atrrep, Esq. 

MILLS, Ricnarp, Esq. 

PEMBERTON, Henry Leen, Esa. 
RIDDELL, Sir W. Bucuanan, Bart. 
SALTWELL, WiiuraMm Henry, Esq. 
SMITH, The Right Hon. Sir Monracue E. 
WILLIAMS, C. Reyno.ps, Esq. 
WILLIAMS, Wittram, Esq. 

YOUNG, Henry Tuomas, Esq. 


Solicitors.—Mrssrs. DOMVILLE, LAWRENCE, GRAHAM, & LONG. 





FINANCIAL POSITION on Ist January, 1878. 


$4,821,000 


oe ) 


3,008,000 


am Bonus thereon.. .. 
nce Claima and 
paid } ee . 


ee ee 


£220,000 
1,682,695 

ese» 1,000,000 

£160,000) 


Annual Revenue 
Aesurance Fund .. .. .. 
Share Capital, fully subscribed 

(Paid up 


ee ee . *e ee ee 


ee *e 


SECURITY.—Higher reserves against policy liabilities are maintained by the Institute of Actuaries’ Tables of Mortality, 


ued are a by this Society, than by any other in recognised use (Seo Government Schedules). 
ine-tenths of the total Profits divisible every five years amongst the Assured. 


_ BONUS. — 


The recent Division averages 


epee) Policy aS Si 
tary Accounts, Bonus Report, Proposal Forms, and full information will be forwarded on application to 


E, A. NEWTON, Actuary and Menager. 
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: BY AUTHORITY—NEW AND REVISED EDITION. 











“CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE AND INDEX TO THE STATUTES 


FIFTH EDITION. REVISED to the END of the SESSION of 1878 (41 & 42 Vicrorra), 
This Volume consists of two parts, which, though separate, are arranged for combined use: (1) a Chronological Table of all 
the Statutes, showing total or partial repeals thereof ; and (2) an Index to the enactments in force. 
It is prepared and published with the authority of Her Majesty's Government, and under the direction of the Statute Lay 


Committee. 


The work is of acknowledged utility in the Legal Profession, and 5,000 copies were taken of the Edition of 1878 by the Council 


of Law Reporting for distrbution to their subscribers. 


In the present Edition the extensive improvement in the Index begun in the Fourth Edition has been continued, and other 
improvements are contemplated in the Editions of future years, especially with reference to the entries relating to Scotland and 


Ireland. 
The price is reduced from 29s. to 14s. 


LONDON :—PRINTED FOR HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE ; and Sold by 
EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, EAST HARDING STREET, FETTER LANE, E.C.; 
KNIGHT & CO., 90, Fiert Street; STEVENS & SONS, 119, CHANCERY LANE; 
E. STANFORD, 55, CHarine Cross; FORD & TILT, 52, Lone Acre; 
EVISON & BRIDGE, 90, Cuancery Lange; SHAW & SONS, Ferrer Lane; 
WATERLOW & SONS, LimiTep, 60, 61, AnD 65, Lonpon WALL, E.C., and 49, ParLIAMENT Street, §.W.; 
and BUTTERWORTHS, 7, Fueet Street: 

A. & C. BLACK, and DOUGLAS & FOULIS, Epinnurcu: A. THOM, and HODGES, FOSTER & CO., Dvaum, 

9. ; 





Also, under the same Authority, 


- 


THE REVISED EDITION OF THE STATUTES. 


This work, containing all the Statutes from 1325 to 1868 still in force, is now complete in fifteen volumes, 


published at £19 9s. 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, EAST HARDING STREET, FETTER LANE, E.C. 


TABLES, supplementary to the Revised Edition, SHOWING REPEALS and REVIVALS. 


These Tables, which are published annually, indicate what enactments have been repealed or revived since the publication of 
the successive volumos of the Revised Statutes, and furnish materials for bringing the Editioa, without research or difficulty, into 


conformity with the most recent legislation. 


LONDON :—PRINTED FOR HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE; and Sold by 
EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, EAST HARDING STREET, FETTER JANE, E.C.; 
KNIGHT & CO., 90, FLezt Street; STEVENS & SONS, 119, Cuancery LANE; 
E. STANFORD, 55, CHarnine Cross; FORD & TILT, 52, Lone Acre; 
EVISON & BRIDGE, 90, Cuancery Lang; SHAW & SONS, Ferrer LAnez; 
WATERLOW & SONS, Luuirep, 60, 61, AND 65, Lonpon WALL, E.C. ; and 49, PARLIAMENT STREET, S.W.; 
and BUTTERWORTHS, 7, Fuzet Street: 
A. & C. BLACK, and DOUGLAS & FOULIS, gag ane and HODGES, FOSTER, & CO., Dusum, 
1879. Price 3d. 











PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 


Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 


Darart Pare, 5s., 68. 6d., 7s. 6d., 7s. 9d.,and 9s. 9d. per ream. 

Bater Paper, 15s, 6d., 178. 6d., and 23s. 6d. per ream. 

FoorscaP Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d. per ream. 

CREAM-LAID Nore, 35., 4s., and 5s. per ream. 

Laree Cesam-raip Norte, 4s. 64., 6s. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Larce Buive Norte, 3s. 6d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per ream. . 

ENnvELopes, Cream on Buve, 3s, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per 1000. 

Tue “ TempLe’’ Exvevore, extra secure, 9s. 6d. per 1000, 

Footscap OrrictaL Envevores, ls. 9d. per 100. 

PartTeipce & Coorer’s Vettum Wove Civs-Hovsr Nore, 9s. 6d, 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthlees 
imitations. Parchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
zach sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘‘PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HUUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

InDENTURE Skins, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 5d. each, 28s, per 
doz., 135s, per roll. 

Secomps on Fottowers, Ruled, 2s. 1d, each, 24s, per dozen, 115s. per 


roll. 
ReconDs on Memoriacs, 84. each, 7s. 6d. per dozen, 
Ledgers Day Books, Cash Books, Let‘er or Minute Books. 


An immense stock in various bindings. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 





Every requisitc onder the above Acts supplied on the shortest not ice 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the properform for registration and distribution. BHARE CER- 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com- 
psnies Fee Stamps Railway Kegistration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books, 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 


- Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet 
street, London, £.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 


Annual and other Keturns Stamped and Filed, 





BRAND AND CO’S OWN SAUCE, 





Gours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS 
pottEeD MEATS and YORK and GAMB PBs, 


also 











T URTLE SOUP, AND JELLY, and othe 

Gre CIALITIES tor INVALIDS. 
CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 

11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA, 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have approved ot this pure 
solution as the best remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE, GOUT 
and INDIGESTION, 





And as the safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies, ' 


DINNEFORD'S MAGNESIA 


BRAIN WORK is unaoubtedly far nore exhausting than bodily 
labour. Great thinkers, and persons burdened with cares, have 
the most need of those sustaining and restorative agents 50 

ifally supplied in the vegetable world, which, wisely used, 
g0 far to support the powersof nature. Dr. T, Lauper BRUNTON 
says in the Contemporary Review—“ 'Vhe late Lon Duasy, when 
translating Homer, was «accustomed toeat BRANDIED CHERRIES;” 
and Dr. ALbent J. BeRnaye says :—*' If 1 come home after ony 
worry I shall never hesitate to set myself right by taking my 
favorite and perfect remedy, five or six Brandied Cherries. In 
three or four minutes I find myself wonderfally soothed and 
quieted, and Ihave never experienced any i'l effects.” The essence 
and virtue of the Morelia Cherry in a concentrated form, com- 
bined with the finest Cognac, is now to ve fount in that well 
known and delicious Liqueur “ Gaant’s Morerna CHesry 
Branpy,” which, taken alone or with water, produces tn agreatly 
increased degree all those good effects above described, The 
L > may be procured through any Wine Merchant, atall Bars 
and Restaurants, and of the Manufacturer, Tuomas Grant, 
Distiller, Maidstone, 
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